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PUBLIC NOTICE
LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY (LDEQ)
NATURAL RESOURCES RECOVERY , INC.
RONALDSON FIELD TYPE Il CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION DEBRIS LANDFILL AND
RESOURCES RECOVERY/RECYCLING FACILITY

PUBLIC HEARING AND REQUEST FOR PUBLIC COMMENT ON A

TECHNICALLY COMPLETE SOLID WASTE PERMIT APPLICATION RENEWAL &
MODIFICATION AND THE ASSOCIATED ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT STATEMENT (EAS)

The LDEQ, Office of Environmental Services, will conduct a public hearing to receive comments on a technically
complete solid waste permit application renewal action and modification and the associated Environmental
Assessment Statement (EAS) for Natural Resources Recovery, Inc., 5800 One Perkins Place, Suite 6A, Baton
Rouge, LA 70808 for the Ronaldson Field Type III Construction and Demolition Debris / Woodwaste Landfill.
The facility is located on Rafe Mayer Road 0.8 miles west of the intersection of Highway 19 in Baton Rouge,
East Baton Rouge Parish.

The hearing will be held on Thursday, April 24, 2008, beginning at 6:00 p.m., at the Louisiana Department
of Environmental Quality, Galvez Building Conference Center, Natchez Room, 602 North 5™ Street,
Baton Rouge, LA. During the hearing, all interested persons will have an opportunity to comment on the
technically complete application.

Free parking will be available at the Galvez Parking Garage facing the Galvez building on North Street.
Parking tickets for the public hearing attendees will be validated by DEQ for the free parking,

Natural Resources Recovery, Inc. (NRRI) requested to renew and modify its existing permit for the Ronaldson
Field Construction and Demolition Debris, Woodwaste and Resource Recovery/Recycling facility. The
referenced modification is required in part by the LDEQ to be included in the permit renewal application and
relates to the Declarations of Emergency issued during Hurricanes Katrina and Rita and in part to correct a
discrepancy in the original permit. The modification addresses a change in side slopes and corresponding
changes in elevation.

Written comments or written requests for notification of the final permit decision regarding this permit may also
be submitted to Ms. Soumaya Ghosn at LDEQ, Public Participation Group, P.O. Box 4313, Baton Rouge, LA
70821-4313. Written comments and/or written requests for notification must be received by 12:30 p.m.,
Tuesday, May 27, 2008, Written comments will be considered prior to a final permit decision.

LDEQ will send notification of the final permit decision to the applicant and to each person who has submitted
written comments or a written request for notification of the final decision.

The technically complete solid waste permit renewal action and modification and the associated Environmental
Assessment Statement (EAS) are available for review at the LDEQ, Public Records Center, Room 127, 602
North 5™ Street, Baton Rouge, LA. Viewing hours are from 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday through Friday
(except holidays). The available information can also be accessed electronically on the Electronic
Document Management System (EDMS) on the DEQ public website at www.deq.louisiana.gov.
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Additional copies may be reviewed at East Baton Rouge Parish Library, Scotlandville Branch, 7373 Scenic
Highway, Baton Rouge, LA and City of Baton Rouge, EBRP Mayor’s Office, 222 St. Louis Street, 3 Floor,
Baton, LA,

Individuals with a disability, who need an accommodation in order to participate in the public hearing, should
contact Ms. Barbara Mason at the above address or by phone at (225) 219-3280.

Inquiries or requests for additional information regarding this permit action should be directed to Curt A.
Auzenne, LDEQ, Waste Permits Division, P.O. Box 4313, Baton Rouge, LA 70821-4313, phone (225) 219-
3060.

. Persons wishing to be included on the LDEQ permit public notice mailing list or for other public participation
related questions should contact the Public Participation Group in writing at LDEQ, P.O. Box 4313, Baton
Rouge, LA 70821-4313, by email at degmaillistrequest(@la.gov or contact the LDEQ Customer Service Center
at (225) 219-LDEQ (219-5337).

Permit public notices including electronic access to general information from the technically complete
solid waste permit application can be viewed at the LDEQ permits public notice webpage at
www.deq.louisiana.gov/apps/pubNotice/default.asp and general information related to the public participation
in permitting activities can be viewed at www.deq.louisiana.gov/portal/tabid/2 | 98/Default aspx.

Alternatively, individuals may elect to receive the permit public notices via email by subscribing to the LDEQ
permits public notice List Server at www.doa.louisiana.gov/oes/listservpage/ldeq_pn_listserv. htm

All correspondence should specify Al Number 42610, Permit Number P-0318, and Activity Number
PER20060002.

Publication date: March 21, 2008

form_7129 101
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SOLID WASTE PERMIT RENEWAL APPLICATION
FOR

RONALDSON FIELD CONSTRUCTION AND
DEMOLITION DEBRIS (TYPE Il1) LANDFILL

LOCATED AT
1500 RAFE MAYER ROAD

BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70807
SOLID WASTE PERMIT D-033-8024/P-0318

PREPARED FOR:
NATURAL RESOURCES RECOVERY, INC.
5800 ONE PERKINS PLACE,'SUITE 6-A
BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70808

PREPARED BY:

ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES, INC.
1415 DELPLAZA DRIVE, SUITE B B
BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70815 -

S_eptember, 2006 NGINEERING
(Revised January, 2008) Associates. inc.
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S -~ COPY

%& ASSOC[ATES INC.

CONS ULTING ENGINEERS

CIVIL® ENVIRONMENTAL ® LAND SURVEYING

February 19, 2008 * Project No. 96141
Mr. Bijan Sharafkhani, P.E.
Administrator, Waste Permits Division

Louisiana Department of Env1romnental Quality o - %fpry‘ to SW/G1/Townsel
P.O. Box 4134 , - ' AVG

Baton Rouge, LA 70821-4314

original to JOSW

Supplement to Permit Renewal Application
Ronaldson Field Construction and
Demolition Debris Landfill -
|/AI# 42610/P-0318/D-033- 8024/PER20060002
. East Baton Rouge Parish

Dear Mr, Sharafkhani:

- Submitied hé:ewith pléase find six copies of an aerial phdtograpﬁ showing the captioned site -
and six copies of a revised page 8 relative to the captioned permit application. These items
were requested by Mr. Curt Auzenne. of your office as a supplement to Ronaldson Field’s

pending permit renewal apphcatlon This submittal is on behalf of our chent Natural
ResouICes Recovery, Inc (NRRI)

We appre_c1ate your assistance in tlns matter. Should you have any qliestion_s or require:
- additional information, please give me a cail or Mr. Sid Brian of NRRI at 225-324-3485.

Sincerely,

'ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES, INC.

Stephen J. Burnham, P.E.
President '

" SIB:dbc

8g:1 Hd 22 834000
§30 - 0dd

¢ w/encl Mr. Sid Brian, Natural Resources Recovery, Inc. .
Mr. Curt Auzenne, Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality

C:\02-08\9614 1\sharafkhani.02 1 908
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%& A ssociaTes. inc. original to JOSW

CONSULTING ENGINEERS 12
copy to SW/G1/Townsel

CIVIL® ENVIRONMENTAL & LAND SURVEYING
PAAR

January 11, 2008 | Project No. 96141

Mr. Bijan Sharafkhani, P.E.

Administrator, Waste Permits Division
Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality
P.0. Box 4314

Baton Rouge, LA 70821-4314

Permlt Renewal Apphcatlon_ S - R
Submittal of Final Copies ~ '
Ronaldson Field Construction and Demolition Debris (Type III) Landﬁll

v AI#42610/P 03 18/D-033 8024/PER20060002 \/

Dear Mr. Sharafakham

Submitted herewith please find six bound copies of the completed permit renewal application - -
-for Ronaldson Field Construction and Demolition Debris. (Type II) Landfill. =All previous
revisions -requested by the -Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality have been
incorporated into the attached renewal application.. This submittal is in response to
correspondence from your office dated January .3, 2008 and is on behalf of our client, Natural
Resources Recovery, Inc.

- We: appreciate your -assistance-in-this-matter.~ -Should ‘you have any-questions or require == v =
additional information, piease give us a call. ‘ C '

Sincerely,

ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES, INC. ,Lﬁm !""'“1
2 m' - 4 @

ZET e
“ | -’JANHZDUB

Stephen J. Burnham, P E.
President - ' '

SIB:dbc

¢ w/encl Mr. Sid Brian, Namfal Resources Recovery, Inc. '
Mr. Curt Auzenne, LA Department of Environmental Quality (Letter Only)

C:\Q1-08196141\sharafkhani.011108
1415 DELPLAZA DRIVE ¢ SUITEBR - BATON ROUGE, LOUISTANA 70815 » TELEPHONE: (225) 926-2025 « FACUSIMILE: {225)926-2033
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List of Exhibits
"Exhibit1 - 1701 :Documentation
Exhibit 2 - Zoning Letter
Exhibit 3 - Copy of Public Notice
"Exhibit 4 - - Articles of Incorporation and Proof of Land Ownershlp
Exhibit 5. - "Vicinity Map
Exhibit 6 - Location'Map
Exhibit 7 - Highways Map
Exhibit 8 - -Census Information :
‘Exhibit 9. - Flood Insurance Rate Map, Correspondence to and from Corps of Engineers
Exhibit 10 - Traffic Letter _
Exhibit 11 - State .of Louisiana Department of Culture Recreatlon and Tourlsm Office of
Culmre Development-(Archeological Sites) -
‘Exhibit 12 -  State of Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Flshenes :
Exhibit 13 - State of Louisiana Office of State Parks
Exhibit 14 -  Site Plan-Existing -Layout (Prior-to Construction of Landﬁll)
-Exhibit 15 - Map.Showing Contours and Plant Grid ~
Exhibit 16 -  Fire Station and Hospital Location Map and Fire Station/Hospital Correspondence
Exhibit 17 - Emergency Procedures Plan and Employee Training Program
Exhibit 18 -  Supporting Documentation for Average Bulk Density
Exhibit 19 - 'Example Daily Solid Waste Log, Outbound Materials Log, and Unlcnown
_ ‘ - Material/Hazardous Waste Log .
Exhibit 20 - Water Discharge Permit LA 0102687
Exhibit 21 - Site Plan-Final Layout :
Exhibit 22 -  Aquifer Map
Exhibit 23 - Summary of Geotechnical Investlganon Actlvmes
Exhibit 24 - -Certification '
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Exhibit 28 - Estimated Closure Costs
Exhibit 29 -  Estimated Post Closure Costs
Exhibit 30 - Conveyance Record Document
Exhibit 31 - Liability Insurance Informatlon
Exhibit 32 - Letter of Credit

C:\09-06196141\s0lwaste.perMQDsept06
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SECTION 1
. INTRODUCTION

C:\04-06\23106\solwaste. perMODaproé
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. INTRODUCTION

Natural Resources Recovery, Inc. submits this permit renewal application for the continued
operation of the Ronaldson Field Type. Il Construction and Demolition Debris Landfill and
Resource Recovery/Recycling Facility. This facility is located on-Rafe Mayer Road in East Baton
Rouge Parish approximately 0.8 miles west of the intersection of Louisiana State Highway 19 and
Rafe Mayer Road. T

Over the past several years, and most notably subsequent to the occurrence of Hurricanes Katrina
and Rita, Ronaldson Field has filted a vital role in the disposal of construction and demolition
debris associated with the hurricanes and other less significant! storms. The cost of disposal of
these types of materials at Ronaldson Field represents a significant savings to the citizens of East
Baton Rouge Parish as compared to other disposal alternatives. Ronaldson Field continues to
fulfill this vital role on a day-to-day basis, ensuring that the growth of East Baton Rouge Parish
and surrounding areas is not hindered due to a lack of available landfill space for disposal of
construction and demolition debris.materials.

Since receiving its initial permit, Ronaldson Field has also provided an ideal location for the

parish of East Baton Rouge to divert 1ts green and woodwaste streams from the North Landfill.

The green and woodwaste streams are subsequently beneficially re-used as mulch and compost

‘ products. The diversion of these materials from the North Landfill and recycling of the materials
. represents a significant positive impact to the local economy as well as to the environment.

This application was prepared for Natural Resources Recovery, Inc., owner of Ronaldson Field,
by Engineering Associates, Inc., 1415 Delplaza Drive, Suite B, Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70815.

C\02-07\96141\SOLW ASTE. perMODfebd)7 1
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LAC 33:VIL.520:Compliance Information
. A. All applicants for solid waste permits shall comply with the requirements of
© LAC 33:1.1.1701. A compieted Form 1701 and supporting documentation is included -
in Exhibit 1. L

.\- £:\05-06\96141\SOL W ASTE. perMODsept(6 2




LDEQ-EDMS Document 36673821, Page 11 of 434

SECTION 2
. PART I-PERMIT APPLICATION

. C:104-06123 t06\solwaste perMQDaprs
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b : . . | . PP |
. _ P

()
. APPENDIX B
SOLID WASTE PERMIT APPLICATION - PART ]

A. Applicant (Permit Holder): Natural Resources Recovery. Inc,
B. Facility Name: Ronaldson Field

C. Facility Location/Description: 0.8 miles from intersection of Highway 19 and Rafe Mayer
Road ’

D. Location: Sections 35 Township 58 Range IW  Parish East Baton Rouge
Coordinates: Latitude 30° 33° 35" Longitude 91° 11 12"
E. Mailing address: 5800 One Perkins Place, Ste 6A Baton Rouge, LA 70808
F. Contact: Sid Brian '
G Telephone: (225) 766-1443
H. Type and Purpose of Operation: (check each applicable line)
Tvpe | Industrial Landfill |
Industnial Surface Impoundment
Industrial Landfarm
Typel-A  Industrial Incinerator Waste Handling Facility
Industrial Shredder/Compacter/Baler
Industrial Transfer Station
Type I Sanitary Landfill
Residential/Commercial Surface Impoundment
Residential/Commercial Landfarm
Type I-A  Residential/Commercial Incinerator Waste Handling Facility
Residential/Commercial Shredder/Compacter/Baler
Residential/Commercial Transfer Station
Residential/Commercial Refuse Derived Fuel
TypeIll ~ Construction/Demolition Debris Landfill
Woodwaste Landfill
Compoét Facility

o

FLRRCETTIT LTI

' Resource Recovery/Recycling Facility
(.} Other Describe: Not Applicable

C:INMO7W61 41 \gharatkhani. 1007 3
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~
o

o

I Site Stams: Owned X Leased  Lease Term__ Years

J. Operaticnal Status: Existing X Proposed

K. Total Acres 90 Processing Acres. 105 Disposal Acres_44
L. Environmental Permits: LPDES

M. Letter attached from the Louisiana Resource Recovery and Development Authority
(LRRDA) stating that the operation conforms with the applicable statewide plan:

Note: LRRDA was appealed by Acts 2001 No. 524.
N. Zoned: Yes_ X  No
M-2 Industrial

O. Types, Maximum Quantities (wet tons/week), and Sources of waste to be processed or
disposed of by the facility:

Processing Disposal
On-site  Off-site On-site  Off-site
Residential N/A N/A N/A N/A
Industrial N/A N/A N/A N/A
Commercial NA N/A N/A N/A
Other(woodwaste & C/D) 500 tpw N/A 5000 tpw N/A
P. Service Area;  Statewide__ N/A Unlimited N/A

The service area includes the following parishes only and specifically excludes New Orleans
area parishes and all other parishes: East Baton Rouge, West Baton Rouge, East Feliciana,
West Feliciana, Ascension, Livingston, and Iberville.

Q. attach proof of publication of the notice regarding the submittal of the permit application as
required in LAC 33:VIL.513.A: _Provided in Exhibit 3 :

R. Certification: I have personally examined and am familiar with the information in the
attached document, and I hereby certify under penalty of law that this information 1s true,
accurate, and complete to the best ofsmy knowledge. 1 am aware that there are significant

penalties f&g ﬁ on, including the possibility of ﬁne and/or imprisonment.
Signature gres

Date Oc;tt’ 07

Typed Name and Title Sid Brian, President

C\I7-06\961 4 1\sharafkhani 0719 4
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SECTION 3

'PART II PERMIT APPLICATION
LOCATION CHARACTERISTICS
FACILITY CHARACTERISTICS
FACILITY SURFACE HYDROLOGY
FACILITY GEOLOGY
FACILITY SUBSURFACE HYDROLOGY

. FACILITY PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS
FACILITY ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES
FACILITY OPERATIONAL PLANS
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
FACILITY CLOSURE
FACILITY POST-CLOSURE
FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY
SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS

. C:\04-06\23 106\solwaste_perM ODapr(6



LDEQ-EDMS Document 36673821, Page 15 of 434

PART II PERMIT APPLICATION
. - A. LOCATION CHARACTERISTICS

. C:\04-06\23106\s0lwaste. perM ODapri6
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-

{
{ ) PARTI

LAC 33:VIL.521,A LOCATION CHARACTERISTICS.

1. The following information on location characteristics is required for all facilities:

a. Area Master Plans. A location map showing the facility, road network, major
drainage systems, drainage-flow patterns, location of closest population center(s),
location of the public-use airport(s) used by turbojet aircraft or piston-type aircraft,
proof of notification of affected airport and Federal Aviation Administration as
provided in LAC 33:VII.709.A.2, location of the 100 year flood plain, and other
pertinent information. The scale of the maps and drawings must be legible, and
engineering drawings are required.

RESPONSE

Exhibit 5 is a map showing the vicinity of the Ronaldson Field Construction and
Demolition Debris Landfill located in East Baton Rouge Parish.

Exhibit 6 is a map showing the location of the Ronaldson Field Construction and
Demolition Debris Landfill, which is located in Section 35, Township 5 S, Range
1 W of East Baton Rouge Parish. This map also shows the major drainage system
in the areqa.

Exhibit 7 is a map showing the highways and local streets of the vicinity of
Ronaldson Field.

Exhibit 8 contains census information for East Baton Rouge Parish.

Exhibit 9 is a copy of Flood Insurance Rate Map Community Panel Number
2200580060D for East Baton Rouge Parish showing the location of Ronaldson
Field Construction and Demolition Debris Landfill relative to the 100-year flood
plain. Correspondence to and from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is also
provided in Exhibit 9.

The closest airpérf to the site is Ryan Airport, located approximately 2.3 miles
southeast of the facility. .

Exhibit 15 is a map showing existing site contours and drainage flow patterns.
The site drains to an unnamed ditch that empties into the West Lateral of Cypress
Bayou, thence to Cypress Bayou, thence to the Comite River, and thence into the
Amite River. Prior to draining to the unnamed ditch, site contact water drains to
an onsite settlement pond. Discharge occurs only after the pond water has been
tested and confirmed-to be in compliance with applicable discharge standards, at
which time the water is pumped from the pond to its approved discharge location.

CALO7WSI4INSOLW ASTE, perMQOD{eb07 5
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. Access to facility is by land. Transportation is by all-weather roads that can
' meet the demands of the facility and are designed to avoid, to the extent
practicable, congestion, sharp turns, obstructions, or other hazards conducive
to accidents. The surface roadways shall be adequate to withstand the weight

of transportation vehicles.

This facility does not handle putrescible solid waste.

b. A letter from the appropriate agency or agencies regarding those facilities
receiving waste generated off-site, stating that the facility will not have a significant
adverse impact on the traffic flow of area roadways and that the construction,
maintenance, or proposed upgrading of such roads is adequate to withstand the
weight of the vehicles. :

RESPONSE
Exhibit 10 is a letter from the City of Baton Rauge‘Depamnenr of Public

Works stating that the roads adjacent to Ronaldson Flela' are satfisfactory as
deszgned and constructed.

-

€:\02-071961 41\ SOLWASTE . perMODb07 6
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. c. Existing Land Use - a description of the total existing land use within three
' miles of the facility (by approximate percentage) including but not limited to:
i residential;
. health-care facilities and schools;

ili.  agricultural,

iv.  industrial and manufacturing;

V. other commercial;

vi. recreaﬁonal;

vii.  undeveloped.
RESPONSE :
Approximate percentages of existing land use within three miles of the facility, as

estimated based on 1980 U.S. Geological Survey Map and the East Baton Rouge
Parish Horizon Plan, are as follows:

D

Type of Existing ' Aggroiimate
Land use - Percentage
Residential 17%
Health-Care Facilities and _Schools 3%
Agriculture : | 1%

“ Indu.ém'al aﬁd Manufactul:iﬁg | 10%
Other Commercial 1%
Recreational 5%
Undeveloped ' | - 63%

C:02-07\96141\SOLWASTE.perMODb07 7
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d.  Aerial Photograph - a current aerial photograph, representative of the current
land use, of a one mile radius surrounding the facility. The aerial photograph shall
be of sufficient scale to depict all pertinent features. (The administrative authority
may waive the requirement for an aerial photograph for Type 1II facilities).

RESPONSE ’
A current aerial photograph showing a one-mile radius surrounding Ronaldson
Field has been provided in Exhibit 5.

C:\02-07\9614 \SOLWASTE.perMODfeb07
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—
iy
!
. e.-  Environmental Characteristics - the following information on environmental
characteristics: -

i. a list of all known historic sites, recreation areas, archaeological sites,
designated wildlife-management areas, swamps and marshes, wetlands,
habitats for endangered species, and other sensitive ecological areas within
1,000 feet of the facility perimeter or as otherwise appropriate;

RESPONSE | |
There are no known historic sites, recreational areas, archeological sites,
designated wildlife-management areas, or habitats for eridangered species, within
1,000 feet of the facility perimeter. Historic wetlands delineation corresponderice
has been provided in Exhibit 9, as well as updated correspondence.

C:\02-07\9614 1 \solwaste. perMOD{ebD? . 9



LDEQ-EDMS Document 36673821, Page 21 of 434

J

.”‘\'
gl

ii. documentation from the appropriate state and federal agencies
substantiating the historic sites, recreation areas, archeological sites,
designated wildlife-management areas, wetland, habitats' for endangered
species, and other sensitive ecological areas.\'vithin 1,000 feet of the facility;
and -

RESPONSE

Exhibit 11 is a lefter from the State of Louisiana Department of Culture,
Recreation-and Tourism, Office of Cultural Development stating that there are
no known archeological sztes or historical structures located within 1,000 feet of
the site.

Exhibit 12 is a letter from the State of Louisiana Department of Wildlife and
Fisheries stating that there are no known rare, thfeatened or endangered species
or critical habitats found within the area of the permit site. Also no state or
Sfederal parks, w:ldhfe refuges or w:ldl:fe management areas are located at the
Site.

Exhibit 13 is a letter from the Louisiana Office of State Parks, stating that there
are no known recreational areas within 1,000 feet of the site.

C:\02-07\9614 1 \solwaste. perMODfebd7 10
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. iii. a description of the measures planned to protect the areas listed from the
adverse impact of operation at the facility;

RESPONSE

There are no known historic sites, recreational areas, archeological sites,
designated wildlife management areas, or habitats for endangered species that
will be adversely impacted by operation of Ronaldson Field Construction and
Demolition Debris Landfill. A combination of earthen ditches, vegetation, and
silt fencing separates landfill activities from adjacent wetlands areas, where
applicable. The operations of Ronaldson Field should have no adverse effect on
adjacent wetlands areas.

o

~

€:\0207\961 41\sotwaste.perMODfeb0T 11



LDEQ-EDMS Document 36673821, Page 23 of 434

o

f. A wetlands demonstration, if applicable, as provided in LAC 33.VIL.709.A 4

RESPONSE
. Correspondence from the New Orleans District Corps of Engineers has been
S provided in Exhibit 9. No dredged or fill material will be placed into wetland
areas and silt fencing will be maintained between the landfill cells and any

adjacent wetland areas, as noted on Exhibit 21.

e

C:\09-061961 41 \salwaste. perMODscplt 12
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g. Demographic Information - the estimated population density within a three-mile
radius of the facility boundary, based on the latest census figures.

RESPONSE

The U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Data, was queried to determine the
population densities within an approximate 3-mile radius of the Ronaldson Field
Construction and Demolition Debris Landfill. Based upon this survey, the
average number of people per square mile in East Baton Rouge is 907. The total
number of people within a three-mile radius of the facility is approximately
25,600 based on the population of the entire parish. The three-mile radius
surrounding Ronaldson Field is one of the least populated areas of the parish, as
such, the estimated density of 907 people per square mile is conservatwe Census
Data is contamed in Exhibit 8.

C:\R-0796L4 T solwaste. perMODIeb07 13
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'./

2. The following information regarding wells, faults, and utilities is required for Type I
and 11 facilities. '

a. Wells. Map showing the location of all known or recorded shot holes and
seismic lines, private water wells, oil and/or gas wells, operating or abandoned,
within the facility and within 2,000 feet of the facility perimeter and the location of
all public water systems, industrial water wells, and irrigation wells within one
mile of the facility. A plan shail be provided to prevent adverse effects on the
environment from the wells and shot holes located on the facility.

-RESPONSE

This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type I1I faciltiy.
b.  Faults

i. scaled map showing the location of all recorded faults within the facility
and within one mile of the perimeter of the facility; and

RESPONSE

This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type III facility.

ii. demonstration, if applicable, of alternative fault setback as provided
in LAC 33:VIL.709.A.5.

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility.

c. Utilities. Scale map showing the location of all pipelines, power lines, and
right of ways within the site.

RESPONSE _
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111.

C:A02-07\9614] \solwaste. perMODFeb07 14
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: PART II PERMIT APPLICATION
. B. FACILITY CHARACTERISTICS

. C:\H4-0623 106\sodwaste. perMODaprds
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. LAC 33:VI1.521.B. FACILITY CHARACTERISTICS.

1. The following information is required for all facilities:

a. elements of the process or disposal system employed, including, as
applicable, property lines, original contours (shown at not greater than five-foor -
intervals), buildings, units of the facility, drainage, ditches and roads;

RESPONSE

A site plan showing the existing layout of the facility prior to construction has
been included as Exhibit 14. The layout delineates property lines, existing
contours, and drainage patterns prior to construction.

Exhibit 15 shows the buildings, units of the facility, drainage patterns, contours,
ditches and roads that are currently located on the site. .
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b. the perimeter barrier and other control measures;

RESPONSE

For safety and isolation measures, Ronaldson Field Construction and Demolition
Debris Landfill has a fence around the periphery of the active facility with a
locking gate across the only entrance to the Landfill to control access to the
facility. The fence and gate are currently in place and would be expected to
prevent unauthorized ingress/egress except by willful entry. An independently
contracted security service is also utilized for after-hours security on an
intermittent basis. '

Fences and/or additional control measures will be constructed and maintained
around the perimeter of currently inactive Phase 4 of the facility prior to the
placement of Phase 4 into service. Existing fences and natural barriers are
shown on Exhibit 15. The Landfill has a posted readable sign at the entrance
gate that lists the types of wastes that will not be accepted at the Landfill.

During operating hours, the entry point is continuously monitored. During non-
operational hours the entry gate is locked,

The heavily wooded buffer zone on the south side of the property serves as a
natural barrier to prevent ingress except by willful entry.

C:A02-OT\961 41 \salwaste. perMODIEH07 16
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. C. a buffer zone;

RESPONSE
The facility maintains the required 50-foot buffer zone around all processing and
disposal areas. No processing or disposal is allowed in this 50-foot buffer zone.

A City-Parish Ordinance requires a 200-foot buffer from the nearest edge of the
excavation to the nearest property line of any residence or recognized subdivision.
In order to accommodate this requirement, a 250 foot buffer zone (voluntarily
increased 50° beyond the required 200-foot buffer) is mainiained along the
northwest side of the site, and a 200 foot buffer zone will be maintained along
the southeast side of the site (Phase 4) once it becomes active. Natural wooded
barriers exist on several sides of the site in addition to the required buffer zones
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. d. fire-protection measures;

RESPONSE

Exhibit 16 is a map showing the existing Fire Stations and Volunteer Fire
Districts and Stations in the vicinity of Ronaldso_n Field. There are three fire
stations located within approximately five miles of the site. The medical
facility (Lane Memorial Hospital) is located within approxlmately 11 miles of
the site.

The Emergency Procedures Plan provided as Exhibit 1 7 includes details
regarding emergency procedures for the faczl:ty, mcludmg a Flre Control
Plan.
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LDEQ-EDMS Document 36673821, Page 31 of 434

. €. landscaping and other beautification efforts;

RESPONSE

Landscaping is currently provided along Rafe Mayer Road and at the entrance to
the facility. Natuml vegetation, grass cover and other beautification control
methods are also employed at the site. The height of the grass on areas that have
received. final cover will be maintained by Ronaldson Field maintenance
personnel.
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f. devices or methods to determine, record, and monitor incoming waste;

RESPONSE

A clearly legible sign is currently posted at the entrance of the facility listing the
types of waste that can be received. Unacceptable materials are not accepted at
the site.

Site entry is controlled via ¢ manned or locked gate. All vehicles must go
through a check-in point where the construction and demolition debris is visually
observed. No load is accepted for disposal without first being approved by gate
personnel. As the material from the vehicles is unloaded, another check is
performed to assure that all materials are construction and demolition debris or
woodwaste only, Weight (wet-weight tonnage) is determined by use of a
conversion factor to convert from cubic yards to tons.

Al required data is currently recorded and mamtamed at the facility. A daily log
is maintained by gate personnel including the truck number and Solid Waste ID
Number (if applicable), general content of load, and the amount of waste on each
truck. An example of the log sheet and assoczated forms is included in Exhibit
19,
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. g. NPDES discharge points (existing and proposéd); and
RESPONSE _

The existing LPDES discharge point is described in Exhibit 20 (the LPDES
permit). The single discharge point for the facility is shown on Exhibit 15.

21
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()
. h. other features as appropriate.
: RESPONSE
Not applicable
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The following information is required for Type I and II facilities:

a. areas for isolating nonputrescibie waste or incinerator ash, and borrow areas;
and

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type I1I facility.

b. location of leachate collection/treatment/removal system.

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility.
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) . . LAC33:VIL.521.C. FACILITY SURFACE HYDROLOGY.
1. The following information regarding surface hydrology is required for all facilities:

a. a description of the method to be used to prevent surface drainage through the
operating areas of the facility;

RESPONSE

Surface drainage is collected by earthen ditches lpcated outside of the active
areas of the landfill. Rainwater that falls within the limits of active portions
of the landfill is routed to an on-site settling pond for analysis prior to
discharge. The settling pond is shown on ‘Exhibit 15 and may be relocated as
new cells are constructed within the landfill.
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. b. a description of the facility runoff/run-on collection system;

RESPONSE

All facility run-off will drain to drainage ditches due to the natural and proposed
drainage patterns. The only run-on collection will be that of surface water
(rainwater) which falls into the excavated pit itself. This water is routed to the
on-site settling pond prior to discharge.

e

e
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. ¢.- the maximum rainfall from a 24-hour/25-year storm event,

RESPONSE :

The maximum amount of ramfall froma 24—hour/25—year event is estimated to be
10 inches. This amount of rainfall would not overwhelm facility operations.
Rainwater that falls within the limits of the Iandﬁll cells will be tested and
discharged in accordance with the existing water dzscharge permit for the facility.

. D

g
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d. the Jocation of aquifer recharge areas in the site or within 1,000 feet of the site
perimeter, along with a description of the measures planned to protect those
areas from the adverse impact of operations at the facility; and

RESPONSE

An aquifer recharge map has been provided in Exhibit 22. As shown, the site is
located in an area of low recharge potential. 'Based on the presence of low
permeability clays beneath the site, no adverse impacts to aquifers in the vicinity
of the facility should occur.
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' . e. if the facility is located in a flood plain, a plan to ensure that the facility does
not restrict the flow of the 100 year base flood or significantly reduce the
temporary water-storage capacity of the flood plain, and documentation indicating
that the design of the facility is such that the flooding does not affect the integrity
of the facility or result in the washout of solid waste.

RESPONSE |
Based on Flood Insurance Rate Map Panel No. 220058 0060 D dated 5/17/93,

the facility is not located within the 100-year flood plain (Exhibit 9).

e
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LAC 33:VIL.521.D. FACILITY GEOLOGY.

1. The following information regarding geology is required for Type I and Type I
facilites:

a. 1sometric profile and cross-section of soils, by type thickness, and
permeability;

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type I facility.

b. logs of ail known soil borings taken on the facility and a description of the
methods used to seal abandoned soil borings;

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaidson Field is a Type 111 facility.

c. results of test for classifying soils {moisture contents, Atterberg limits,
gradation, etc.), measuring soil strength and determining the coefficients of-
permeability, and other applicable geotechnical tests;

RESPONSE
This reguiation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type I11 facility.

d. geologic cross-section from available published information depicting the
stratigraphy to a depth of at least 200 feet below the ground surface;

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility.

e. for faults mapped as existing through the facility, verification of their
presence by geophysical mapping or stratigraphic correlation of boring logs. If
the plane of the fault is verified within the facility’s boundaries, a discussion of
measures that will ‘be taken to mitigate adverse effects-on the facility and the
environment;

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type IiI facility.

f. for a facility located in a seismic impact zone, a report with calculations
demonstrating the facility will be designed and operated so that it can withstand
the stresses caused by the maximum ground motion as provided in LAC
33:VIL.709.C.2; and

RESPONSE .
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type Il facility.
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g. for a facility located in an unstable area, a demonstration of facility design
as provided in LAC 33:VIL.709.C.3.

RESPONSE

. This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type I facility.

2. The following information regarding geology is required by Type III
woodwaste, and construction/demolition-debris facilities:

a. general description of the soils provided by a qualified professional (a
geotechnical engineer, soil scientist, or geologist) along with a description of
the method used to determine soil characteristics; and

RESPONSE

Geotechnical investigation activities were performed at the site by Engineering
Associates in September, 1995. A total of six soil borings (two borings to 24
feet below ground surface and four borings to 42-50 feet below ground
surface) were installed at the site. Soil types encountered in each boring
consisted of clays (CH) and silty clays (CL). A representative sample of soils
beneath the site exhibited a permeability value of 1.2Ix1 o° cm/sec,
representing an excellent natural liner material. A copy of the geotechnical
analysis report has been provided in Exhibit 23. The maximum anticipated
depth of excavation during construction of landfill cells is 45 feet below
ground surface.

An additional and updated geotechnical report was prepared by Ardaman and
Associates, Inc. in 2007. A copy of the report, dated March 16, 2007, is
included in Exhibit 23. The report states that analyzed sections have an
adequate factor of safety against slope failure.
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O b. logs of all known soil borings taken on the facility and a description of the
methods used to seal abandoned soil borings;

RESPONSE

The logs of the soil borings performed in September 1995 and in March 2007
are included in Exhibit 23. All soil borings were plugged in accordance with .
the DOTD Water Well Regulations.

@
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LAC 33:VIL521.E. FACILITY SUBSURFACE HYDROLOGY.

1. The following information on subsurface hydrology 1s required for all Type 1
facilities and Type II landfills and surface impoundments:

a. delineation of the following information for the water table and all
permeable zones from the ground surface to a depth of at least 30 feet below
the base of excavation:

i. areal extent beneath the facility;

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type Il facility.

ii. thickness and depth of the permeable zones and fluctuations;

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility.

f/\) iii. direction(s) and rate(s) of groundwater flow based on information
. obtained from piezometers and shown on potentiometric maps; and

RESPONSE ‘
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field a Type 111 facility.

iv. any change in groundwater flow direction anticipated to result from any
facility activities.

RESPONSE ‘ .
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type I1I facility.

. 4
—
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b. delineation of the following, from all available information, for ali
recognized aquifers which have their upper surfaces within 2,000 feet of the
ground surface.

1. areal extent;

RESPONSE

- This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility.

ii. thickness and depth to the upper surface;

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility.

iil. any interconnection of aquifers; and

RESPONSE :
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type III facility.

iv. direction(s} and rate(s) of groundwater flow shown on potentiometric
maps. : '

RESPONSE .
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility
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2. The following information of subsurface hydrology is required for Type 1
landfarms. Delineation of the following information for the water table and all
permeable zones from the ground surface to a depth of at jeast 30 feet below the
zone of incorporation:

a. areal extent beneath the facility;

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility.

b. thickness and depth of the permeable(zone and fluctuations;

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility.

c. direction(s) and rate(s) of groundwater flow based on information
obtained from piezometers and shown on potentiometric maps; and

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 1IT faczl:ty

d. any change in groundwater flow dII'CCthIl ant1c1pated to result from any
facilities activities.

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility.
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LAC 33:VIL.521.F.

1.

FACILITY PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS.

Certification-The person who prepared the permit apphcanon must
provide the following certification:

“I certify under penalty of law that I have personally examined and
I am familiar with the information submitted In this permit
application and that the facility as described in this permit
application meets the requirements of the Solid Waste Rules and
Regulations. I am aware that there are significant penalties for
knowingly submitting false mformanon including the possibility of
fine and imprisonment.”

RESPONSE
The requested certification is provided as Exkzbzt 24.
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' The following information on plans and specifications is required for Type I
and I facilities:

a. detailed plan-view drawing(s) showing original contours, proposed
elevations of the base of units prior to mstallanon of the hncr system, and
boring locations;

RESPONSE

_ This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson‘Fiéld is a Type 111 facility.

b. detailed drawings of slopes, levees, and other pertinent features; and

RESPONSE _
This regulariou is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type I facility

c. the type of material and its source, for levee constructlon Calculations
shall be submitted demonstrating that an adequate volume of material is
available for the required levee construction.

RESPONSE
This regulaaon is not applicable. Ronaldson erld is a Type III Jacility.

C:\12-07\96141\50L W ASTE perMODfeb07 36



LDEQ-EDMS Document 36673821, Page 53 of 434

) |
. 3. The following information on plans and specifications is required for Type I,
' ' IT, and I landfills:

a. approximate dimensions of daily fill and cover; and

RESPONSE

Daily cover is not required. Daily fill will be placed in lifts and compacted.
The area of daily fill will vary with the amount of waste received each day.
However, the smallest practical active area will be mamtazned throughout

the life of the landfill
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b. the type of cover and its source for daily, interim, and final cover.
Calculations shall be submitied demonstrating that an adeguate volume of

material is available for daily, interim and final cover.

RESPONSE

The source for the monthly and final cover material will be the soil that is
excavated from the solid waste cells. The soil characteristics at the site are
predominately clay (CH+ CL) and are described in the geotechnical report

included as Exhibit 23.

Waste deposited in the landfill will be compacted and covered with
predominantly clay soil applied a minimum of twelve inches (12%) thick, at

least every 30 days. The cover material will:

(1) Minimize vector breeding areas and animal aftraction by

controlling:

(a) fly, mosquito, and other insect emergence and entrance:
(b) rodent burrowing for food and harborage; and

(¢) bird and animal attraction;
(2) Control leachate generation by:

(a) minimizing external-moisture infiltration;

(b) minimizing erosion;

(¢) utilizing materials with minimum free-liquid content and
minimum concentrations . of constituents monitored in

leachate;

(3) Reduce fire-hazard potential by minimizing inward movement

atmospheric oxygen;
(4) Minimize blowing paper and litter;

(5) Reduce noxious odors by minimizing outward movement of

methane and other gases;

(6) Provide aesthetic appearance to the landfill operation; and

(7) Allow accessibility regardless of weather.

A. Phase 1 and 2 (currently active)
1. Interim cover required
2. Additional cover required for final CAP
3. Available clay from unexcavated portions
of Phases 1 & 2 plus stockpile quantity currently
on-site (96,800 cy + 10,000 cy)

Net Available Clay

C:102-079614 sotwaste perMODTeb07 38
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B. Phase 3
1. Interim cover required (24,400 cy)
2. Additional cover required for final CAP (7,400 cy)
3. Available clay from excavation of Phase 3 112,400 cy
Net Available Clay 80,600 cy

C. Phase 4
1. Interim cover required {35,600 cy)
2. Additional cover required for final CAP (9,196 cy)
3. Available clay from excayation of Phase 4 160,000 cy
Net Available Clay 115,204 cy
Total Available Clay (all phases) = (39,113)+ 780,606+ 115,204 = 156,691 cy

4. The following information on plans and specifications for the prevention of

groundwater contamination must be submitted for Type I and I facilities.

a. Tepresentative cross-section and geologic cross-section showing original
and final grades, approximate dimensions of daily fill and cover, drainage,
the water table, groundwater conditions, the Jocation and type of liner, and
other pertinent information;

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type III facility.

b.a description of the liner system, which shall include: calculations of
anticipated leachate volumes, rationale for pamcular designs of such
systems and drawings; and

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson erld is a Type 111 facility.

¢. a description of the leachate collection and removal system, which shall
include calculations of anticipated leachate volumes, rationale for particular
designs of such systems, and drawings.

RESPONSE

This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type III facility.

CA0Z-UT\96141\s0lwaste. perMODTeb0? 39



LDEQ-EDMS Document 36673821, Page 56 of 434

®

5. The following information on plans and specifications for groundwater
monitoring must be provided for Type I and II facilities:

a. a minimum of three piezometers or monitoring wells in the same zone
must be provided in order to determine groundwater flow direction;

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 1 facility.

b. for groundwater monitoring wells, cross-sections illustrating
construction of wells, a scaled map indicating well locations and the
relevant point of compliance, and pertinent data on each well, presented in
tabular form, including drilled depth, the depth to which the well is cased,
screen interval, siot-size, elevations of the top and bottom of the screen
casing size, type of grout, ground surface elevation, etc.,;

RESPONSE _
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type I1I facility.

c. a groundwater monitoring program including a sampling and analysis
plan that includes consistent sampling and analysis procedures that ensure

that monitoring results provide reliable indications of groundwater quality;

RESPONSE _
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility.

d. for an existing facility, ail data on samples taken from monitoring wells
in place at the time of the permit application must be included. (If this data
exists in the Solid Waste Division records, the admimstrative authority may
allow references to the data in the permit application). For an existing
facility with no wells, groundwater data shall be submitted within 90 days
after the installation of monitoring wells. For a new facility, groundwater
data (one sampling event) shall be submitted before waste is accepted;

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility.

e. aplan for detecting, reporting, and verifying changes in groundwater;

and
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@ RESPONSE
- This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 11 facility.

f. the method for plugging and abandonment of groundwater monitoring
systems.

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility.

6. The facility plans and specifications for Type I and IT landfills and surface
impoundments (surface impoundments with on-site closure and potentiai to produce
gases) must provide a gas collection and treatment or removal system.

RESPONSE :
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type III facility.

)
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LAC 33:VIL.521.G. FACILITY ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES.

1. The following information on administrative procedures is required for all
facilities:

a. record keeping system; types of records to be kept; and the use of
records by management to control operations;

RESPONSE

The quantity (wet-weight tonnage) of the solid waste entering the site will
be calculated using the weights per cubic yard as shown in Exhibit 18. A
scale may also be utilized at the facility as required by various customers.
All waste items which are determined to be unacceptable
construction/demolition-debris shall not be unloaded at the site. Any
waste items determined to be unacceptable will be rejected and a log of all

~ rejected loads/items will be maintained at the facility.

Log sheets will be maintained on site and will be used in the preparation
of the Annual Report. If any loads are accepted at the gate without a
tipping fee, it will be so noted on the log sheet and reported on the
Annual Report as such.

The Annual Reports submitted to the administrative authority indicate the
quantities and types of solid waste (expressed in wet-weight tons per year)
received during the reporting period. Any calculations used to determine
the amounts of solid waste received will be available to the administrative
authority. A copy of the Annual Report covering the period of July, 2005
through June, 2006 has been provided as Exhibit 25. Future reports will
continue to be provided on the forms required by the Department and
submitted on or beforé August I of each reporting period. The annual
report will be provided for each individual permitted facility on a separate
annual reporting form.

Records will be maintained for the life of the facilitj and for at least three
years subsequent to closure of the facility. The records shall include the

-date of receipt of shipments of waste and the solid waste transporter’s

solid waste identification number issued by the Department.
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' In addition to the information previously discussed, copies of the current
Louisiana Solid Waste Rules and Regulartons, the Solid Waste Permit, the
permit application, and permit modzﬁcatzons as well as any other
applicable correspondence with the department will be maintained on-site.

b. an estimate of the minimum personnel, listed by general job
classification, required to operate the facility; and

RESPONSE
© At a minimum, the following personnel, along with job classxﬁcatwn, will
be on-site during operations: .

1 . Ofﬁcé Personnel (Site Manager)
1 - Dozer/Backhoe Operator

P

@
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)
- ¢. maximum days of operation per week .and per facility operating day
(maximum hours of operation within a 24-hour period).

. RESPONSE

 The landfill’s current permitted operating hours are from 7:00 am to
6:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday. Ronaldson Field proposes fo
maintain' maximum operating hours of 6:00 am to 6:00 pm Monday
through Saturday in conjunction with this permit renewal. However,
following catastrophic storms or other such events, the facility reserves
the right to accept waste 24 hours per day, 7 days per week upon prior
notification to the Administrative Authority.

o
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2. Administrative procedures for Type II facilities shall include the number of
facility operators certified by the Lonisiana Solid Waste Operator Certification and

Training Program (R.S.37:3151 et seq.).
RESPONSE

One operator, certified by the Louisiana Solid Waste Operator
Certification and Training Program, will be on site at all times during
operational hours. '

Each Operator’s certificate will be prominently displayed at the facility.

®
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PART II PERMIT APPLICATION
. H. FACILITY OPERATIONAL PLANS
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LAC 33:VIL.521.H. FACILITY OPERATION PLANS.

The following information on operational plans is required for all facilities:

a. types of waste (including chemical, physical, and biological characteristics
of industrial wastes generated on-site), maximum quantities of wastes per year,
and sources of waste to be processed or disposed of at the facility,

RESPONSE _

The facility accepts only construction/demolition debris wasies as defined in
LAC 33:VI1. 115, including woodwaste. The generating sources for this solid
waste are various state, municipal, residential, and commercial properties.

The facilizy expects to receive from 60,000 tons to 260,000 tons of solid waste
per year ar full capacity. The estimated per week maximunt to be received at
the landfill is 1,200 to 5,000 tons.

This facility will not accept the following types of waste: hazardous, liquid,
infectious, residential, industrial, commercial, friable asbestos, or putrescible
wastes as defined in LAC 33:VII.115 unless.specific permission is granted by
the administrative authority. The receipt of non-acceptable wastes listed will
be prohibited and prevented. A maximum of 5% by volume of paper waste
associated with construction/demolition debris will be disposed of at the

facility per year.
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b. waste-handling procedures from entry to final disposition, which could
include shipment of recovered materials to a user;

RESPONSE
Procedures for handling waste have been included as Exhibit 26. Exhibit 27

is a flow chart depicting the sequence of the solid waste landfilling.

Open burning will not be practiced unless authorization is first obtained from
the administrative authority and any other applicable federal, state, and local
authorities. S ’

Scavenging and salvaging shall be prevented at t_hé site.

Tires will be stored on-site as required by LAC 33:V11.10519 and removed by
a registered transporter to an authorized site.

White goods will be removed every 30 days by a registered transporter to an
authorized site. '

All other unauthorized waste will be stored as 'réquiré_zd by LAC 33:VII.703
Jfor a maximum of 'seven days. Records will be maintained of all waste
removal ds required by this permit and the regulations.

C:102-074196 141 \soiwaste.perMODHenGT 47



LDEQ-EDMS Document 36673821, Page 66 of 434

A
o

¢. minimum equipment to be furnished at the facility;

RESPONSE

The operation will have, at @ minimum, one backhoe and one dozer.
Sufficient equipment will be provided and maintained at the facility to meet its
operational needs. Co

e

)
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d. plan to segregate wastes, if applicable;

RESPONSE o

All incoming waste will be inspected and any materials that are determined to
be unacceptable’ will not be accepted af the landfill. The only waste
segregation activities conducted at the facility are the removal and storage of
unacceptable waste streams and segregation of green waste for beneficial
reuse purposes. ' ' |

If waste determined to be unacceptable is discovered at the landfill, the waste
will be removed from the facility at least every seven days. Storage of this
waste will be in containers that prevent access by rodents and insects,
minimize the escape of odors, and keep out water. The facility will maintain
a log of dates and volumes of waste removed from the facility (see forms
provided in Exhibit 19). '
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: . : e. procedures planned in case of breakdowns, inclement weather, and other
‘ abnormal conditions (including detailed plans for wet-weather access and
operations);
RESPONSE

Ronaldson Field maintains accounts with multiple eqmpment rental facilities
in the event that rental equipment is needed. Inclement weather has not
significantly impacted the facility in the past cmd would not be expécted to do
50 in the future. All-weather roads and maintenance of both wet weather and
dry weather tipping pads serves to minimize the lmpacr of adverse weather
conditions.

D)
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@

f. procedures, equipment, and contingency plans for protecting employees and
the general public from accidents, fires, explosions, etc., and provisions for
emergency care should an accident occur (including proximity to a hospital,
fire and emergency services, and training programs):

RESPONSE

In order to properly protect employees from accidents and provide emergency

care should an accident occur, proper authorities will be notified via the 911

emergency response System. First aid supplies and fire extinguishers will be

maintained in full working condition on-site. The fire extinguishers are
located in the offices of the landfill, in the equipment maintenance building,

and on all heavy equipment utilized in the landfill. Lane Memorial Hospital
is located within approximately 7 miles of the landfill and three fire stations

are located within approximately 3 miles of the landfill (See Exhibit 16).

Correspondence from Lane Memorial Hospital and the local fire department
indicating that their facilities can handle emergencies at the site has been

included in Exhibit 16. See Exhibit 17 for a copy of the Fire and Safety Plan

and evacuation routes for the facility.

Training will be conducted at least annually at the facility and the facility’s
Fire and Safety Plan will be filed with the administrative quthority, local fire
department, and closest hospital or clinic. The plan will be updated annually
or when implementation demonstrates the need for revision.
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l g. provisions for controlling vectors, dust, litter and odors.

RESPONSE
Odor and vector problems should be minimal as ne putrescible wasles are
accepted or disposed on site. Odor control measures shall be implemented

throughout facility operations with the use of cover material as required.

Dust will be controlled by the application of water to traveled areas as
necessary.  Litter control should be minimel due to the nature of the
construction/demolition-debris. However, landfill personriel will patrol the
- site daily and collect and properly dispose of any litter that may accumulate.

Monthly cover consisting of 127 of clay or other acceptable material will be
placed on exposed portions of the landfill at a minimum frequency of every
30 days. The monthly cover will also serve to control vectors, dust, litter, and
odors. '

@)
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2. The following information on operational plans is required for Type 1 and II facilities:

a. acomprehensive operational plan describing the total operation, including
(but not limited to) inspection of incoming waste to ensure that only permitted
wastes are accepted (Type I landfills must provide a plan for random
inspection of incoming waste loads to ensure that hazardous wastes or regulated
PCB wastes are not disposed of in the facility); traffic control; support
facilities; equipmemt operation; personnel involvement; and day-to-day
activities. A quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) plan shall be provided
for facilities receiving industrial waste; domestic-sewage sludge; incinerator
ash; friable asbestos; nonhazardous petroleum-contaminated media; and debris
generated from underground storage tanks (UST), corrective action, or other
special wastes as determined by the administrative authority. The QA/QC plan
shall include (but shall not be limited to) the necessary methodologies;
analytical personnel; preacceptance and delivery restrictions; and appropriate
responsibilities of the generator, transporter, processor, and disposer. The
QA/QC plan shall ensure that only permitted, non-hazardous wastes are
accepted;

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility.

b. salvaging procedures and control, if applicable; and

- RESPONSE

This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type Il facility.
c. scavenging control

RESPONSE '

This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 Jacility.
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3. The following information on operational plans is requlred for Type I and 0

landfarms:

a.

items 1o be submitted regardiess of land use:

i. a detailed analysis of waste, including (but not limited 1o pH,

. phosphorous, nitrogen, potassium, sodium, calcium, magnesium, sodium-

adsorption ratio, and total metals (as listed in LAC 33:VIL.715.D.3 b);

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility.

ii. soil classification, cation-exchange capacity, organic matier, content in
soil, soil pH, nitrogen, phosphorus, metals (as listed in LAC
33:VI.715.D.3.b), salts, sodium, calcium, magnesium, sodium-adsorption
ratio, and PCB concentrations of the treatment zone;

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldsan Field is a Type 111 facility.

iti, annual application rate (dry tons per acre) and weeldy hydraulic loadmg
(inches per acre); and

RESPONSE
This regulatwn is not apphcable Ronaldson Field is a Type I1I facility.

iv. an evaluatlon of the potential for nitrogen to enter the groundwater.

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility.
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. items to be submitted in order for landfarms o be used for food-chain
cropland:

i. adescription of the pathogens-reduction method for seepage, domestic
sewage sludges, and other sludges subject to pathogen production;

RESPONSE
Not applicable - the proposed Landfill is a Type 111 facility.

ii. crops to be grown and the dates for planting; -

RESPONSE
This regulation is not appltcable Ronaldson erld is a Type 11 facility.

iil. PCB concentrations in waste;

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson F!eld is a Type 11 facility.

iv. annual application rates of cadmium and PCBs; and

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility.

v. cumulative applications of cadmium and PCBs.

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type III Jacility.
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PN
. c. items to be submitted for landfarms to be used for nonfood-chain purposes:

i. description of the pathogen-reduction method in septage, domestic
sewage shidges, and other sludges subject 10 pathogen production; and

RESPONSE _
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type I11 facility.

ii. description of control of public and livestock access.

RESPONSE -
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility.

@
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£

. 4. The followiﬂg information on operational plans is required for Type I-A and II-A
incinerator waste-handling facilities and refuse-derived energy facilities:

a. a description of the method used to handle process waters and other water
discharges which are subject to NPDES permit and state water discharge permit
requirements and regulations; and

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility.

b. aplan for the disposal and periodic testing of ash (all ash and residue must
be disposed of in permitted facility).

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility.

)
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_ . 5. The following information on operational plans is required for Type I-A and [I-A
refuse-derived fuel facilities and Type III separation and composing facilities:

e

a. a description of the testing to be performed on the fuel or compost; and

~ RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type I facility.

b. adescription of the uses for and the types of fuel/compost to be produced.

RESPONSE -
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson 'Field is a Type 111 facility.

@
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' . ' 6. The operational plans for Type [-A and [I-A refuse-derived fuel facilities and Type ITI
separation and composting facilities must include a description of marketing procedures
and control.

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility.
)

{

-«"‘\-\\
"
.
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' . 7. The operational plans for Type I and II facilities receiving waste with a potential to
' produce gases - must include a comprehensive air monitoring plan.

RESPONSE
. This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility.

)
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PART II PERMIT APPLICATION
. I. IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
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LAC: 33:VIL.521.1. IMPLEMENTATION PLAN.

1. The implementation plans for all facilities must include the following:

a. a construction schedule for existing facilities which shall include
beginning and ending time-frames and time-frames for the installation of all
major features such as monitoring wells and liners. (Time-frames must be
specified in days, with day one being the date of standard permit issuance);
and

RESPONSE

This is an existing facility that is currently operating in a portion of the
area designated as Phases 1 and 2, as shown on the Site Plan-Final Layout
provided in Exhibit 21. It is anticipated that Phases I and 2, excluding
areas on which facility buildings and the main entrance drive are located,
will be filled to capacity within 6-8 years from the date of approval of this
permit. Approximately 90 days prior to that time, it is anficipated that the
area designated as Phase 3 will be excavated (o its final depth as required
Jor receipt of waste material. The life of Phase 3 is estimated to be
approximately 2 years. Approximately 90 days prior to filling of Phase 3,
Phase 4 will be excavated as required for receipt of waste material. The life
of Phase 4 is estimated to be 3-4 years.

b. details on phased implementation if any proposed facility is to be
constructed in phases.

RESPONSE

Phases 1, 2, and 3 are separated from Phase 4 by a wetlands area that is
not included within the landfill disposal area. It is anticipated that phases
1 and 2 will be filled to capacity prior to activation of the Phase 3 area.
However, the pond and office areas located on Phases 1 and 2 {see Exhibit
15) will remain in place. Once Phase 3 has been filled to capacity, the
office area currently located in the Phase 1 and Phase 2 area will be
relocated to the buffer zone at either the northwest corner of the site or the
extreme easterly end of the site (see Exhibit 21). The pond will be drained
in accordance with the water discharge permit for the site. The pond will
then be mucked, verification of clay base will be performed, and the area
will then be filled with waste material.

It is anticipated that Phase 4 of the facility will be activated once Phases 1,
2, and 3 are filled to capacity. Access to Phase 4 is via Leisure Road, as
shown on Exhibit 21. An office/check-in station will be maintained within
the limits of the Phase 4 until Phase 4 is near completion. Af that time, the
office/check-in station will be relpcated to the buffer zone area to the south
of Phase 4 until final closure.
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-~
. 2. The implementation plans for Type 1 and 1 facilities must included a

for closing and upgrading existing operating areas if the application is for
expansion of a facility or construction of a replacement facility.

o o © - RESPONSE-—— - - - e e e e
This regulation is not apphcable Ronaldson Fteld isa Type 111 fac:ltty

e

o
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PART II PERMIT APPLICATION
. J. FACILITY CLOSURE
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LAC 33:VIL52L.J. FACILITY CLOSURE.

1.

C:\02-07\96141\solwaste. perMODfeb7

The closure plan for all facilities must include the following:
a. the date of final closure:

RESPONSE

The date for final closure of Ronaldson Field is estimated to be in
the year 2020. This does not preclude closing of the landfill at an
earlier or later date based on actual material disposal rates, which
will be heavily influenced by hurricane-related disposal needs over
the next few months and years. '
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b. the method to be used and steps necessary for closing the facility; and

RESPONSE

The administrative authority will be notified in writing at least 90 days
before closure or intent to close any individual units within the facility.
The notification will include the following information: date of planned
closure, changes, if any, requested in the approved closure plan, and
closure schedule and estimated costs.

The landfill will be partially closed as filling of the facility progresses.
Because of the filling sequence, phased closure will occur as different
areas are filled to capacity. Final cover shall be applied within 30 days
after final grades are reached in each particular phase of the landfill.
Standing water will be prohibited. Perimeter ditches and positive slopes-
shall be maintained and modified (if needed) until the final cover is
installed to prevent overflow of the landfill. An insect and rodent
inspection will be performed and documented before the installation of
final cover. Extermination measures; if needed, will be provided. All
waste will be machine compacted and graded before capping with final
cover.

Final cover shall consist of a minimum of 24" of silty clay or clay and 6"
of topsoil to support vegetative growth. After the closure inspection and
approval, the cover will be vegetated. The side slopes will be no steeper
than 3(H):1(V) and the cover will have a minimum of a 4% crown slope
(see Exhibit 21).
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(. c. the estimated cost of closure of the facility, based on the cost of hiring a

third party to close the facility at the point in the facility’s operating life
when the extent and manner of its operation would make closure the most
expensive. '

RESPONSE

The largest single area thar will require closure at any point during
landfill operations is represented by Phase I and 2 (+28 acres) less +3
acres currently occupied by the scales, office, maintenance building,
and entrance to the facility. The +3 acre portion of the facility will be
the last area that is excavated for receipt of construction and
demolition debris.

The estimated closure cost for the largest single operating area of the
landftll (25 acres of Phase 1 and 2) is $162,022.00 (see Exhibit 28).
This closure cost provides for the placement of a 24-inch clay cap, all
of which is available on-site, placement of 6 inches of top soil, and
placement of vegetative cover. As shown in Exhibit 29, an additional
cost of $15,000 is estimated for performance of post closure activities.
These activities include performance of erosion repair, cap integrity
maintenance, and preparation of Annual Reports for a period of 3
years subsequent to closure.

)
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2. The closure plan for Type I and II landfills and surface impoundments must
include:

a. a description of the final cover and methods and- procedures used to
install the cover;

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility.

b. an estimate of the largest area of the facility ever requiring a final cover

© at any time during the active life;

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type IlI facility.

. an estimate of the maximum inventory of solid waste ever on-site over
the active life of the facility; and

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility.

d. a schedule for compieting all activities necessary for closure.

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type 111 facility.
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- . - 3. The closure plan for all Type I and I facilities and Type III woodwaste and
' construction/demolition debris facilities shall include the following:

a. the sequence of final closure of each unit of the facility, as applicable;

RESPONSE

Phases 1 and 2, excluding those portions currently occupied by structures
and the entrance area to the landfill, will be closed upon reaching the
final permitted elevations for those phases, Jollowed by Phase 3 and
Phase 4, respectively. Lastly, the +3 acres occupied by structures and the
entrance area to the landfill will be excavated, filled to permitted heights,
and closed. ' '

®
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. b. a drawing showing fina! contours of the facility; and

RESPONSE
A site plan showing the proposal final contours is included in Exhibit 21.

A cross-section of the landfill is also provided on the site plan.

®o

()
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. c. a copy of the document that will be filed upon closure of the facility
with the official parish record keeper indicating the location and use of the
property for solid waste disposal, unless the closure plan specifies a clean
closure.

RESPONSE !
Exhibit 30 is a copy of the records to be filed in the East Baton Rouge
Parish Clerk of Court upon final closure of the landfill. '

®

—

O
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PART II PERMIT APPLICATION
¢ K. FACILITY POST-CLOSURE
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. LAC 33:VIL.521.K. FACILITY POST-CLOSURE.
1. The post-closure plan for all facilities must include the following:

a. specification of the long-term use of the facility after closure, as
anticipated; and

RESPONSE

Natural Resources Recovery will maintain the integrity of the cap for no less
than three years after closure. .Additional grading and filling will be
performed to maintain the final cap, to assure a minimum top slope of four
percent, and to prevent the accumulation of standing water. Annual reports
concerning the integrity of the cap for a period of three years after closure
will be submitted to LDEQ. There are no long term use plans for the facility
after closure.
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b. the cost of conducting post closure of the facility, based on the estimated
cost of hiring a third party to conduct post-closure activities in accordance
with the closure plan.

RESPONSE

It is estimated that post-closure activities will be minimal, and will not
exceed g cost of 85,000 per year for the required three (3) year cap integrity
maintenance period (maximum of $15,000). Annual reports concerning the
integrity of the cap will be submitted to the administrative authority for a
period of three years after closure. A breakdown of the estimated post
closure care/maintenance costs is included in Exhibit 29. These costs are
based upon performance by a third party.

)
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2. The post-closure plan for Type I and II facilities must include the following:

a. the method for conducting post-closure activities, including a description of
the monitoring and maintenance activities and the frequency at which they will
be performed:

RESPONSE .
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type HI facility.

b. the method for abandonment of monitoring system, leachate collection
systems, gas-collection systems, eic.; ‘

RESPONSE )
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type II facility.

¢. measures planned to ensure public safety, including access control and gas
coutro}; and '

~ RESPONSE

This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field is a Type III facility.

d. a description of the planned uses of the facility during the post-closure
period.

RESPONSE
This regulation is not applicable. Ronaldson Field-is a Type III facility.
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PART II PERMIT APPLICATION
@ L. FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY
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. . LAC 33:VIL521.L. FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY.

1. The name and address of the person who currently owns the land and the name
and address of the person who will own the land if the standard permit is granted
(if different from the permit holder, provide a copy of the lease or document
which evidences the permit holder's authority to occupy the property); or |

RESPONSE

Natural Resources Recovery, Inc. owns and operates the property on which
Ronaldson Field Construction/Demolition Debris Landfill is located. Mr. Sid
Brian is the president of Natural Resources Recovery, Inc., 5800 Perkins Place,
Ste 6A, Baton Rouge, LA 70808. Articles of incorporation for Natural
Resources Recovery, Inc. and proof of land ownership have been provided in
Exhibit 4. )

2. The pame of the agency or other public body that is requesting the standard
permit; or, if the agency is a public corporation, its published annual report; or, if
otherwise, the names of the principal owners, stockholders, general partners, or
officers;

RESPONSE

Natural Resources Recovery, Inc. is the owner and operator of this construction
and demolition debris landfill. Mr. Sid Brian is the president of Natural
Resources Recovery, Inc.

o
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3. Evidence of liability coverage, including

a. personal injury, employees, and the public (coverage, carriers, and any
exclusions or limitations);

b. property damage (coverage and carrier);
¢. environmental risks; and

RESPONSE .

A copy of the current insurance information has been provided in Exhibit
31. The insurance information provided will be updated annually as
required. '

P

Y
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~
. 4. Evidence of financial assurance mechanism for closure and/or post-closure
care;

RESPONSE
Natural Resources Recovery, Inc. has provided a financial assurance
mechanism acceptable to the Administrative Authority as Exhibit 32.

.;\___"
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PART I1 PERMIT APPLICATION
. M. SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS
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. ] LAC 33:VII.521.M. SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS

~ The administrative authority may require additional information for special
process or systems and for supplementary environmental analysis.

RESPONSE

This requirement is acknowledged and understood

C:\02-07\9614 1\solwaste. perMOD{eb0?

76



LDEQ-EDMS Document 36673821, Page 100 of 434

SECTION 4
. PART III PERMIT APPLICATION
(IT QUESTIONS RESPONSE)
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IT RESPONSES
NATURAL RESOURCES RECOVERY, INC.
RONALDSON FIELD TYPE III CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION
DEBRIS/WOODWASTE LANDFILL AND RESOURCE RECOVERY AND
RECYCLING FACILITY
OCTOBER 2006

Natural Resources Recovery, Inc. (“NRRI”) provides these IT Responses in
further support of its application for renewal of its Ronaldson Field Type 1II Construction
and Demolition Debris/Woodwaste Landfill and Resource Recovery and Recycling
Facility, solid waste permit, No. P-0318, issued December 10, 1997, as well as the
requested modifications.

The Solid Waste Regulations at LAC 33:X11.523 mandate submission of
supplementary information in response to questions which initially evolved from the
Louisiana Supreme Court’s decision in Save Ourselves v. Envtl. Control Comm’n, 452
So.2d 1152 (La. 1984), and that have been modified by In the Matter of Rubicon, Inc.,
95-0108, La. App. 1™ Cir. 1996), 670 So.2d 475, as well as La. R.S. 30:2018. In
accordance with Article IX, Section 1 of the Louisiana Constitution and La. R.S.
30:2014(A)(4), the LDEQ Secretary fulfills his public trustee responsibilities during the
permitting process, in part, through consideration of information regarding:

L Have the real and adverse environmental effects of the proposed project
been avoided to the maximum extent possible;

IL. Does a cost benefit analysis of the environmental impact costs balanced
against the social and economic benefits of the project demonstrates that
- the latter outweighs the former; and

[I.  Are there alternative projects, alternative sites or mitigating measures
which would offer more protection to the environment than the proposed
project without unduly curtailing non-environmental benefits to the extent
practicable?

This submission provides the information necessary for LDEQ to evaluate and
renew NRRI’s Ronaldson Field permit.

FACILITY HISTORY

The LDEQ authorized NRRI to construct and operate a Type III Construction &
Demolition (“C&D”) Debris/Woodwaste Landfill and Resource Recovery and Recycling
Facility, Ronaldson Field, on December 10, 1997 after fully analyzing its permit
application, responses to IT Questions and addressing and responding to public
comments. LDEQ memiorialized its decision in a Basis for Decision of the same date
concluding that this facility is an environmentally beneficial component of the State’s
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solid waste management system and that the positive environmental, economic and social
benefits far outweigh any minimal environmental impacts. This conclusion, that
Ronaldson Field is an environmentally beneficial component of the State’s solid waste
management system as well as the minimal environmental impacts, not only remains true
today but is amplified by NRRI’s significant reuse, recovery and recycling achievements
and good stewardship as discussed further herein.

The facility operates under Solid Waste Standard Permit No. P-0318, stormwater
discharge permit No. LA0102687, Minor Source Air Permit No. 7777-00427-00", a Best
Management Plan for composting of yard and wood wastes and a sanitary sewer
discharge permit No. LAGS531162. Following permitting in December 1997, NRRI
commenced construction of the facility and opened for business during June 1998.
LDEQ’s Solid Waste Regulations define a Type TII facility as “a facility used for
disposing or processing of construction/demolition debris or wood waste, composting
organic waste to produce a useable material, or separating recyclable wastes.” LAC
33:VIL115. A separation facility is defined as “a solid waste facility at which recyclables
are separated from the solid waste stream for future use.” /d. NRRI's operations, in fact,
include all of these, ¢.g., separation of recyclables, reuse of materials, crushing concrete
for reuse, grinding wood wastes for use as alternative fuel, composting yard and woody
wastes to generate a plethora of products for yards and disposing only those C&D wastes
having no further value. Essentially, Ronaldson Field has operated as a soils facility, a

- concrete recycling plant, a wood waste facility and, lastly, as a landfill for those items

that cannot be recycled. NRRI has successfully performed these functlons in an
environmentally friendly manner for the last 9 years.

FACILITY OPERATIONS

There are several components to NRRI’s operations. The first is a Type llI C&D
permitted landfill which receives construction and demolition debris and wood wastes
that cannot be recovered or recycled. The facility receives only nonhazardous waste
generally not considered water-soluble, including, but not limited to, metal, concrete,
brick, asphalt, roofing materials (shingles, sheet rock, plaster) or lumber from a
construction and demolition project. Though it occasionally receives asbestos-
contarninated waste, white goods, furniture, or treated lumber mixed with appropriate
wastes, NRRI separates these wastes, places each in appropriate containers and/or areas
for offsite disposal at the City/Parish Municipal Landfill (“MSW?”), the North Landfill.
The facility also receives wood wastes which includes yard waste, including vegetative
matter resulting from landscaping, maintenance or land-clearing operations and all of the
East Baton Rouge Parish yard waste, including tree and shrubbery leaves and limbs, grass
clippings, etc., and types of waste typically generated by sawmills, plywood mills, and
wood yards associated with the lumber and paper industry, such as, wood residue,

! Ronaldson Field has received and recycled concrete into useable aggregate material. However, this
material is excluded from the permitting and disposal standards of the Solid Waste Regulations and,
therefore, more often, it is disposed and not brought to Ronaldson Field. When Ronaldson Field
accumulates an adequate amount of concrete to make it economically viable 1o crush, NRRI brings in
equipment and recycles the concrete.
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cutoffs, wood chips, sawdust, wood shavings, bark, wood refuse and plywood or other
bonded materials that contain only phenolic-based glues or other glues that are
specifically approved by LDEQ.

Second, Ronaldson Field is a resource recovery and recycling facility that LDEQ
defines as a process by which solid waste that retains useful physical or chemical
propetties is reused or recycled for the same or other purposes, including uses for energy
generation. In this regard, NRRI removes a considerable amount of material, such as,
metal, lumber and wood waste, from the waste stream and returns it to the market for
useful purposes. Another example is that NRRI crushes concrete that would otherwise be
disposed and returns the material to the market place for use as road aggregate. Wood
waste is another example. Wood waste is only land filled when its reuse is not viable.
Otherwise, yard waste and wood waste is used, onsite or after transfer to another facility,
to make a variety of products sold to the consumer. These latter products include, but are
not limited to, alternative fuel for industry, bedding compost, soil amendments, garden
mixes, bed builders, top dress mulches and tree mulches. In fact, NRRI holds the wood
and yard waste contract for the City/Parish that was just renewed for a 10 year period.
All of the wood and yard waste collected in the City/Parish, under the contract, should be
delivered to Ronaldson Field for use of the wood and green wastes for composting and
development of its other products. Some wood wastes that are not susceptible to
recycling may require land filling. For this reason, the contract requires availability of a
Type 11 C&D/Wood Waste landfill in addition to the recycling operations.

NRRI proposes three changes in addition to the renewal of the permit. The first is
allowance of receipt of materials from other parishes, especially those within an
economically viable distance to move such materials. The second is clarification of the
side slope of the landfill to allow for the 3:1 slide slope allowed in the regulations and
corresponding height increase. The third is to increase weekly waste receipts.

FACILITY BENEFITS
1. Resource Recovery and Recycling

NRRI is a locally-owned company which commenced its operations with “a
vision of making a positive difference in how Baton Rouge handles waste.” See Exhibit
“A”, Baton Rouge Government Website, Recycling Office,
http://brgov.com/recycle/natresources.htm:. Ronaldson Field recovers considerable
resources from waste streams that would previously merely be buried in the City/Parish
North Landfill, a Municipal Solid Waste Landfill (“MSW?”). Instead, NRRI puts these
resources back into the stream of commerce for beneficial use. The City/Parish considers
Ronaldson Field as “a better alternative for waste management.” /d. In 1999, NRRI
contracted with East Baton Rouge Parish to recycle unbundled wood. Today, brush piles,
tree limbs, yard trimmings and Christimas trees are recycled rather than disposed in the
North Landfill in proven composting management techniques to create premium soil
mixes and mulches. As one reporter wrote, NRRI is “turning trash into treasure.” See
Exhibit “B”, EBR benefits by recycling of yard, wood waste, Sunday Advocate, May 14,
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f\ 2000. The East Baton Rouge government recently reported that tonnage buried at the
; North Landfill declined for the first time since 1993 due to recycling efforts which are
.' now diverting approximately 33% of the waste load. See Exhibit “C”, EBR residents’

recycling efforts divert 32.8 percent of waste load, Morning Advocate. Ronaldson Field
and NRRI contribute significantly to this effort ensuring that materials that can be
recovered, as well as those that do not require disposal in valuable municipal landfills, are
instead recovered or disposed in appropriate facilities. The Baton Rouge Parish
government also indicated recently that the commercial recycling of materials, such as
C&D wastes, actually surpasses the residential program. See Exhibit “D”, Some good
news on recycling front, The Advocate. In fact, due in part to NRRI's operations, the
East Baton Rouge recycling program is noted for being among the best in Louisiana. See
Exhibit “E”, Lafayette, East Baton Rouge recycling programs among best in state,
Sunday Advocate, Feb, 3, 2002. NRRI’s contract with the City/Parish was just renewed
for a period of 10 years. Therefore, Ronaldson Field and NRRI will go on serving a very
important waste management need in East Baton Rouge Parish by providing separation
and recycling as well as alternative disposal. Ronaldson Field is a very important
component of the City/Parish recycling program by virtue of providing the services under
the wood and yard waste contract newly renewed for an additional 10 year period.

Evidence of NRRI's success in providing a positive impact to solid waste
management in East Baton Rouge Parish includes its receipt of the Keep America
Beautiful Clean Business of the Year Award for year 2000, see Exhibit “F”, as well as
. recognition by BioCycle, Journal of Composting and Organics Recycling, as a leader in
@ building strong markets for recycled materials in the form of compost and mulch. See
Exhibit “G”.

The following are a few examples and estimates of NRRI's success in recycling
and contributing to sound solid waste management for the years. 2001 through 2005:

Total Outbound Material® 311,941 cubic yards
Concrete Recycled 46,094 tons
Wood for fuel 74,205 tons

The amendment of the side slope to reflect what is allowed under the Solid Waste
Regulations will allow NRRI to continue to operate throughout the full life of the
City/Parish contract ensuring that NRRI meets its commitments thereunder.
Furthermore, it extends the life of the facility by as much as 6-8 years beyond the
approximately 6-8 years remaining assuring that all of the benefits, including jobs at the
facility, continue. Increasing the incoming rates will allow the facility to meet the
existing needs of the community. |

(‘ ) ? Qutbound material includes waste recovered from incoming loads and either sent out for reuse or

. recycling.
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2. Diversion of Wastes from North Landfill — State of the Art Solid Waste
Management and Significant Savings

One of the most important benefits of Ronaldson Field is its diversion of harmless
wastes from disposal in the North Landfill, a landfill constructed at significant costs to
provide disposal for and protection from potentially harmful substances. Each ton of
C&D, wood waste and yard waste that is not disposed at the North Landfill serves to
ensure its higher utilization for disposal of harmful wastes while also extending its life.
Extending the life of the North Landfill serves to significantly reduce the costs of solid
waste management for all of the citizens of East Baton Rouge Parish.

Over just the last five years, 2001-2005, Ronaldson Field and NRRI have
accommodated 139,003 tons (583,816'cubic yards) of C&D debris. In addition, the
permittee has diverted 1,054,525 cubic yards of organic wastes or, in other words, yard
and green wood wastes. This means that this component of the solid waste management
system diverted 1,638,341 cubic yards of material that did not need t0 be disposed in the
North Landfill. This is a state of the art alternative to Municipal Solid Waste land filling.

"~ See Exhibit “H”.

In addition, it generates a significant savings for all of the citizens of East Baton
Rouge Parish. The costs of disposal at the North Landfill is $28 per ton for wastes
originating in East Baton Rouge Parish and $32 per ton for waste originating elsewhere.
No one really knows what the actual, real costs of disposal at the North Landfill when all
accounted for. Dr. James Richardson, in his economic analysis, estimates the savings in
tipping fees alone amount to $5.6 to $25.7 million. See Exhibit “J”. Considering the
subsidies and other costs, it is quite conceivable that the tipping fee only accounts for
about one-half the total costs.

This information is provided to LDEQ as responses to the IT Questions and for
LDEQ’s use in evaluating the renewal application with appropriate modifications.

IT QUESTIONS

I Have the Real and Adverse Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project
Been Avoided to the Maximum Extent Possible?

Yes, all potential adverse environmental impacts have been avoided to the
maximum extent possible. In responding to this question, NRRI incorporates by
reference its initial IT Responses dated July 29, 1996, see Exhibit “I”, and elaborates
below. :

In its December 10, 1997 Basis for Decision, also incorporated herein by
reference, LDEQ concluded that NRRI had avoided any potential and real adverse
impacts to the maximum extent possible for, in summary, for the following reasons: (1)
there are no sensitive wildlife habitats within the project; (2) there are no affected wild or
scenic rivers; (3) there are no endangered species; (4) wetlands are protected from the
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project; (5) there are no park lands; (6) there are no prime farmlands; (7) there are no
ecologically critical areas; (8) there are no cultura) resources on site or affected; (9) there
are no historically significant features; and (5) all contact storm water runoff is collected
and only discharged in accordance with a LPDES permit issued by LDEQ and that
requires monitoring prior to discharge.

LDEQ concluded that media that could possibly be affected were groundwater
and water. To this end, the following addresses those media.

A Groundwater

LDEQ properly concluded that groundwater is protected by the existing geology
and through addition of a clay liner, which was, in fact, constructed by NRRI. First,
geotechnical soil borings showed that existing in situ soils had a compaction/permeability
(hydraulic conductivity) on the order of 1.21 X 10®. This low permeability is more than
10 times more impermeable than the standards set by EPA for re-compacted clay liners
for even hazardous waste landfills. Furthermore, NRRI proposed and did construct a-5
foot thick re-compacted clay layer at the bottom of the landfill fully protecting
groundwater from any migration. The geology of the area does not exhibit any faults.
Though the preexisting soils and the clay liner ensure a complete barrier, this area is
considered a low Recharge Potential Area.

Each phase of the landfill is covered as it is filled protecting the storage area from
infiltration. Upon closure, the cap, as proposed herein, constructed to meet all
requirements of the regulations and the permit, will protect the landfill from infiltration in
coordination with post-closure monitoring. :

Furthermore, by allowing the facility to construct a side slope consistent with
what is allowed under the Solid Waste Regulations, 3:1, the facility will provide a slope
that discourages infiltration and, therefore, discourages the generation of any minimal
leachate while also providing for a safe and more manageable landfill cap. Expansion of
the service area will have no impact on groundwater.

B. Water

In its prior Basis for Decision, LDEQ noted that runoff discharges needed to be
protective of the nearby wetlands. In fact, NRRI’s storm water runoff discharges are
relatively minimal and are protective of all surface waters by virtue of its longstanding
compliance with the LDEQ LPDES permit issued for the facility.

LDEQ further noted that given the types of materials received at NRRI, the
discharges only had a potential threat to human health, animals, plants or vegetation if the
facility accepted inappropriate wastes for disposal. The facility only accepts C&D, wood
and yard wastes. As trucks enter the facility, each load s inspected at the weigh in
station and again at the face of the landfill if it is C&D and elsewhere if it is wood or
green wastes alone. While a load of inappropriate waste is.turned away, if any
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inappropriate wastes are included in an otherwise proper load, these are either rejected or
placed into rolloff containers for shipment to the North Landfill. Therefore, there is no
threat from discharges due to the presence of inappropriate wastes.

LDEQ issued a LPDES Permit, No. LA0102687, to NRRI that requires the
facility to test storm waters during each discharge and to ensure that its discharges are
compliant. The permit requires monitoring for parameters that ensure full protection of
the environment, especially the surface waters to which the discharge is directed. The
permit required and NRRI prepared a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
that ensures protection from exposure of storm water to potential pollutants. NRRI also
maintains a Spill Prevention and Countermeasures Plan (SPCC) the purpose of which is
to ensure that oils or fuels are maintained within confined areas and not exposed to storm
waters. Ronaldson Field also implemented years ago a recycling of collected storm
waters for application as a dust suppressant on facility roads and were putting it on
compost piles. Consequently, there have been long periods of zero discharge. This reuse
of these waters does not generate any runoff and keeps dust from becoming airborne.

Through its redundant systems that protect against entry of any inappropriate
wastes, facility management and geologic protections, Ronaldson Field has maximized
avoidance of any real adverse impacts to the environment. Ronaldson Field, through its

- careful operations, storm water management and monitoring provides full protection of

groundwater and surface waters. Clearly, NRRI has implemented redundant systems that
provide avoidance of real adverse environmental effects to the maximum extent possible.

NRRI previously and to this day considers other potential environmental issues in
its daily operations and ensures full protection is factored into its policies and daily
operations. Water will not be affected by the proposed changes.

C. Wetlands

Full protection of the nearby wetlands is provided through daily operations and
facility construction. Ronaldson Field maintains a separating barrier from the facility.
Furthermore, NRRI's facility is constructed so that all storm waters falling within the
facility are collected, treated and discharged only in accordance with the LPDES permit.
The wetlands will not be affected by the proposed changes.

D. Human Environment

NRRI operates its facility consistent with only the highest standards of
environmental stewardship and corporate citizenship. NRRI is a member of the
community, not just the operator of a facility. Its management takes pride in ensuring
that any potential impacts to nearby communities is avoided to the maximum extent
possible and, to this end, Ronaldson Field has been completely successful. As noted in
the 1996 responses to the IT Questions, NRRI’s facility has no tmpact on nearby
communities and, in fact, is located within an Industrial Area under the Plan of
Government as developed by the City/Parish.
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Ronaldson Field’s unique situs between the North Landfill and the major C&D
generation centroid renders its location highly desirable for its reuse, recycling and land
filling operations. Trucks enter primarily from LA Highway 19 avoiding and minimizing
traffic through any nearby populated areas. As noted in the 1996 IT responses, the
entrance to Ronaldson Field is located as far from populated areas as possible. In fact,
there are no residences between the facility and LA Highway 19 which contains areas
zoned only for industrial.

The changes suggested by NRRI will not have any material impact on its abilities
to ensure all real and adverse impacts are avoided. Quite to the contrary, the geology of
the area combined with the superb operational skills developed by NRRI for the basis of
the very protections that ensure that correction of the slide slope of the landfill will not
have any adverse impact on human health or the environment. Furthermore, NRRI’s
award-winning operations ensure that these minimal changes will only enhance
protection of the environment and human health.

E. Aesthetic Impacts

Ronaldson Field’s M-2 Heavy Industrial Zoning places it square in an Industrial
Area No. 4. In order to shield the surrounding areas, NRRI encouraged native and other
vegetation to grow in a zone between the road and the facility operations which are
buffered on the back by a secluded area. Furthermore, NRRI constructed an
approximately 25 foot high berm strategically located along portions of the boundary of
the facility to ensure any minimal adverse impact is minimized. The entrance to
Ronaldson Field is remote and designed to encourage all traffic to use the LA Highway
19 approach through industrially zoned property. The proposed changes will have
minimal effect and will ensure a green and protective cap that provides an appropriate
slope.

Clearly, NRR], since 1997, has not caused any adverse impacts to the
environment or human health. NRRI instead operates with good stewardship and good
corporate citizenship in mind at all times. Ronaldson Field is an integral component of
the solid waste reuse, recycling and management program for Louisiana.

IL. Does a Cost Benefit Analysis of the Environmental Impact Costs Balanced
Against the Social and Economic Benefits of the Project Demonstrate that the Latter
Outweighs the Former?

Yes. An examination of the benefits of Ronaldson Field as well as real adverse
environmental impact demonstrates that this facility’s benefits far outweigh any marginal
environmental costs. Ronaldson Field is the area’s only C&D facility and, for almost 10
years now, has provided significant cost reduction and efficient management of harmless
wastes and considerable recycling of large components of the waste stream. There are no
other permitted C&D facilities in East Baton Rouge Parish or in any of the adjoining
parishes with the exception of D&J Fill, Inc. in Ascension that is slated for closure. Yet,
this is also the center of economic activity today in Louisiana and two of these parishes,
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Ascension and Livingston, have been the two fastest growing parishes in Louistana for
several of the last 10 years. Combined with the redevelopment activities in East Baton
Rouge, these growth and redevelopment activities generate considerable C&D materials
that should not be disposed in more expensive landfills constructed for other harmful
waste materials. In addition, Ronaldson Field has been instrumental in ensuring that East
Baton Rouge Parish meets recycling goals set for it and in making East Baton Rouge
Parish’s Recycling Program one of the best in the state. The facility’s operations over the
years have not caused any real adverse impacts to the environment or to human health.
The facility is located on industrially zoned land in an ideal location between the
redevelopment areas that generate so much C&D debris and the North Landfill.
Ronaldson Field clearly provides social and economic benefits that far outweigh any
adverse environmental impacts, including, but not limited to, job maintenance and
creation, direct and indirect economic stimulation, recycling and reuse, proper disposal of
C&D and wood wastes that cannot be recycled, discourages illegal disposal and reduction
in overall disposal costs by diverting harmless materials from the City/Parish MSW, the
North Landfill.

The need for Ronaldson Field can be shown simply by review of the wastes
volumes handled by the Facility over the last § years. From 2001-2005, NRRI handied
139,003 tons (583,816 cubic yards) of C&D debris and 1,054,525 cubic yards of organic
wastes, yard and green. Therefore, the facility diverted 1,638, 341 cubic yards of
materials that should not be disposed in the North Landfill and much of which was reused
or recycled. During this same period, NRRI's total outbound volume was 311,941 cubic
yards plus 46,094 tons of road aggregate (crushed concrete) plus 74,205 tons of
alternative fuel (ground wood waste) for a total of 311,941 cubic yards and 120,299 tons
of recycled materials officially reintroduced into the stream of commerce. As a result,
local businesses and the City/Parish saved considerable sums in tipping fees and costs
associated with municipal landfill development by extending the life of the North
Landfill at only negligible, if any, environmental costs.

Potential Non-monetary Environmental Impacts:

Wildlife None

Native Vegetation None

Water Quality Protected by permit compliance, storm water
recycling, SPCC and SWPPP

Air Quality Dust is suppressed by recycling of storm
water; other emissions are insignificant

Loss of Wetlands None, protected by buffer zone

Noise and Visual Wide, landscaped buffers surround the
facility

Increased Traffic An increase in waste volumes only

requires minimal traffic changes that are
not likely to be noticed. Trucks are
encouraged to enter from LA Highway 19,
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Social and Economic Benefits:

Reuse and Recycling Reentry of materials into the stream of
commerce; instrumental in making East
Baton Rouge Parish’s Recycling Program
one of the best in the state and achieving
its recycling goals

Extends Life of North Landfill Diversion of harmless materials
Efficient and Wise Solid
Waste Management Proven safe, economic and efficient
‘ ' alternative to disposal in the North Landfill
Safe, regulated alternative to '

unlawful disposal Minimized level of unlawful disposal
occurring throughout parish

Job Maintenance and Creation Maintains existing jobs and creates new
Construction jobs '

Direct and Indirect See below

Economic Stimulation

Reduction in Costs of Disposal Disposal of harmless materials
In Type III facility rather than the
City/Parish MSW, the North Landfill

‘Dr. James A. Richardson, Alumni Professor of Economics, Louisiana State
University prepared an “Economic Analysis of the Impact of the Continued Operation
and Expansion of a Type III Construction and Demolition Debris/Wood Waste Landfill
and Resource Recovery and Recycling Facility in East Baton Rouge Parish,” a copy of
which is attached hereto as Exhibit “J”. He discusses the economic impact of renewal of
the Ronaldson Field Permit as well as the impact of expanding the service area,
increasing incoming rates and clarifying the side slope of the landfill. Several of Dr.
Richardson’s observations are included below:

L] NRRI currently has revenues exceeding $7 million with 35 employees and a
payroll of $1.6 million, or an average of $45,000 per year. NRRI expects continuing
operations at slightly above $5 million per year.

L Capital expenditures to date reached nearly $5 million and the proposed
expansion will require another $1 million in capital expenditures.

L The annual direct and indirect economic impact on East Baton Rouge Parish of
recurTing operations after renewal of the permit totals $20.4 million in overall business
transactions generating $3.9 million in household earnings supporting 145 jobs. The
existing facility should provide for operations for only the next 6-8 years.

10
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° Construction activity associated with the proposed expansion will require new
capital expenditures of $1 million with a direct and indirect impact to the local
community of $3.2 million in related business activity with creation of 37 new jobs
generating $0.9 million in new household income. The expansion should extend the life
of Ronaldson Field for another 6-8 years beyond its existing life.

o Annual direct and indirect economic impact of extending the life of Ronaldson
Field is approximately $20.4 million in business transactions, $3.9 million in household
earnings and 145 new jobs for the additional 6-8 years.

® In addition to the direct and indirect economic impacts of recurring operations and
expansion, Ronaldson Field generates significant savings for East Baton Rouge Parish in
the form of lower tipping fees, extension of the life of the North Landfill and other cost
savings. Though it is difficult to estimate the total costs of using the North Landfill,
savings to the Parish on tipping fees alone amount to $5.6 to $25.7 million.

) Lastly, Ronaldson Field provides alternative disposal options for over 16,000
business establishments in the Baton Rouge Metropolitan Area with over 280,000
employees while reducing the costs associated with doing business as well as safely
providing a break to taxpayers who must finance solid waste management.

Though modeling is not intended to generate totals for extended periods, NRRI
suggests the following extrapolations of Dr. Richardson’s data. For instance, operation
of Ronaldson Field for the additional 6-8 years beyond its current life expectancy due to
the expansion could conceivably amount to approximately $163.5 million in related
business activity, $31.2 million in personal earnings with 145 jobs, given the projected
annual direct and indirect economic impacts.

Ultimately, if NRRI extrapolates Dr. Richardson’s data on the annual recurring
direct and indirect economic impact of renewal, and its existing life, as well as the
expansion, and its related extended life, total potential direct and indirect economic
impact over a 16 year period could rise to $326.4 million in business transactions, $62.4
million in household earnings and maintenance of 145 jobs.

It is also worth noting separately Ronaldson Field’s role in the recovery after
Hurricane Katrina. NRRI was a major player in the recovery effort following Hurricane
Katrina, especially for East Baton Rouge Parish. In just 6 weeks, all of the yard wastes in
East Baton Rouge Parish associated with Hurricane Katrina had already been collected
meaning the Parish was cleaned up in just 6 weeks. This quick recovery would have
taken considerably longer with much greater difficulty in the absence of Ronaldson Field
and its sister facilities. This work was completed while the recovery crews were staging
in Baton Rouge to ultimately to enter the more heavily impacted areas of New Orleans.
NRRI's operations, including significant contribution by Ronaldson Field, served well
the local community insuring Baton Rouge was back in business quickly and in a position:
to provide shelter and support for the many persons here from New Orleans. NRRI’s and

11
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Ronaldson Field’s contribution to the community was and continues to be quite
significant.

Clearly, the economic activity associated with ongoing operations and
modifications add to the other significant social and economic benefits of the facility and
warrant renewal and approval of the modifications and far outweigh minimal
environmental impacts.

III.  Are there alternative projects, alternative sites or mitigating measures which
would offer more protection to the environment than the proposed project without
unduly curtailing non-environmental benefits to the extent practicable?

No. Ronaldson Field is an existing, permitted, properly operated C&D facility
located on industrial zoned land and located between the centroid of C&D generation and
the North Landfill.

Alternative Projects: The only reasonable, economically viable alternatives to
management of C&D wastes at a Type III facility, such as the existing Ronaldson Field, .
are to either dispose of the material in another landfill or burn it. Disposal in a municipal
landfill is unnecessary as the existing Ronaldson Field is a state-of-the-art facility that is
clearly protective of the environment and human health. Therefore, disposal in a
municipal solid waste landfill, the North Landfill, is a waste of landfill space intended to
provide containment and protection of the environment from potentially harmful wastes,
unlike C&D. Moreover, it is a very costly alternative even when one only considers the
costs of the tipping fee and not the actual costs, which include land acquisition, siting,
planning, construction, etc.

Burning is an environmentally less desirable alternative due to the emissions
associated therewith. Furthermore, burning generates an ash material that must be
disposed. Most environmental agencies and communities disfavor burning.

No action is always an alternative; however, in this case, no action would
ultimately close an existing, properly permitted and operating facility that provides a long
list of benefits to the community. It would also require permitting a new facility on a
green field to accommodate the needs of the State and local communities in their solid
waste management and recycling programs.

Though NRRI recycles an enormous amount of the materials incoming, even as
high as 55%, the remaining materials do not have further utilization and there are no
proven, economically viable technologies for recycling of those remaining materials.
NRRI reuses and/or recycles as much material as is reasonable to remove from the
incoming materials. In addition, the expansion of the service area, the clarification of the
side walls and the increased weekly rates do not favor an alternative. In fact, these
changes ensure that NRRI will continue into the future providing significant reuse and
recycling of C&D materials and wood and yard wastes providing its benefits to the
community for a longer period. NRRI believes strongly, after 10 years of implementing
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creative new technologies, that no alternative projects offer more protection of the
environment without unduly curtailing non-environmental benefits.

Alternative Sites: During the years pre-dating NRRI’s 1995 application, it
undertook an extended and expensive alternative sites study to identify a site which
provided protection of the environment and human health. After reviewing information
on 55 sites and screening those, it conducted an extensive review of 6 sites. Review
today of those same sites yields the same conclusion; Ronaldson Field is the most
appropriate site for this facility and there are no other sites that provide more protection
to the environment. See initial response to IT Questions incorporated by reference and
attached hereto as Exhibit “I”. Ultimately, both NRRI and later LDEQ concluded that
Ronaldson Field provided the best protection of the environment. Ronaldson Field has
operated in compliance with its permit and all environmental regulations for atmost 10
years now and plans to continue to do so while also continuing to implement new
technologies as these become available that may increase reuse and recycling of materials
even above the current level of 55%.

LDEQ has previously determined that an alternative sites analysis is not necessary
or appropriate when evaluating an existing facility, even when modifications have been
requested. The requested changes, expanded service area, side slope amendment and
consequent increase in landfill airspace and height as well as the request to increase

weekly rates do not warrant an alternative sites analysis. Notwithstanding, NRRI
conducted an analysis of the sites initially considered because these are the sites
previously identified as potential waste sites by the City/Parish Government in its
Comprehensive Land Use and Development Plan, Wastewater, Solid Waste and Drainage
Element. For a more detailed discussion of the analysis, for comparison to each
alternative site, see the initial analysis, Exhibit “I”, at pp. 18-28. The following are
factors that were considered, among others in the initial analysis:

Zoning Ronaldson Field is in Industrial Zone No. 4 and
zoned M-2, Heavy Industrial

Location near waste centroid The primary location of waste generation is located
within reasonable haul distances

Location near North Landfill Ronaldson Field is uniquely located between the
. waste centroid and the North Landfill
No floodplain Ronaldson Field is not located in a floodplain
Proper geologic conditions Ronaldson Field contains stiff clays and a clay liner
with permeabilities more stringent than hazardous
waste landfills
Avoid of Greenfields Ronaldson Field is an existing facility
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Ready and Remote Access Ronaldson Field is accessible via LA Highway 19
to Rafe Meyer Road
Provision of Emergency Ronaldson Field played an important role in Katrina

Wood waste and C&D Handling recovery. Furthermore, several other C&D facilities
located in the eastern part of the state will
ultimately be filled or brought close to capacity by
the Katrina recovery effort rendering Ronaldson
Field even more important.

Obviously, consideration of the appropriate factors yields the same result as in
1997. Furthermore, it is more advisable, less resource intensive or consuming and
economically viable to amend the side slope and thereby increase airspace to allowed
conditions under the Solid Waste Regulations than to build an entirely new facility at
another location, most likely a green field. Constructing an alternative facility to
accommodate this waste volume is simply not economically viable as the adjustment of
the side slope and associated increase in air space only extends the life of the facility by
approximately 6-8 years. That amount of airspace and life ts not adequate to justify a
new facility while expansion of this existing facility is economically and environmentally
favorable. The same conclusion is reached when considering service area and waste
volumes. There is not another C&D facility in East Baton Rouge Parish or in any of the
surrounding parishes, except D&J in Ascension that is slated for closure. The need
clearly exists and it is economically and environmentally preferable to use and expand an
existing facility. NRRI business planning and decision making also factor in and its
location close to the waste generation centroid and the North Landfill is a reasonable
consideration when considering its location and its service area. See In re Shintech
2000-1984 (La. App. 1 Cir. 2/15/2002), 814 So.2d 20 wherein a similar site selection
process was upheld by the First Circuit Court of Appeals.

Ronaldson Field is the most appropriate location for this facility even considering
modifications. The facility will not increase the number or otherwise change the wastes
the facility receives nor will it otherwise change its operations. NRRI’s track record is a
good one, exemplified by good stewardship, good environmental management and good
citizenship. ‘

In addition, following initial permitting, the 19™ Judicial District Court for the
Parish of East Baton Rouge, on appeal of the permit, both initially and on remand,
affirmed LDEQ’s issuance of the NRRI permit, including its alternative sites analysis. In
re Natural Resources Recovery, Inc., 752 So.2d 369 (La. App. 1 Cir. 2/18/2000), writ
denied, 762 S0.2d 1104 (La. 2000) and, writ denied, 762 S0.2d 1105 (La. 2000) and (19"
JDC, No. 446408, Division “H”, case dismissed on remand, Nov. 20, 2000). The courts
have already ruled that Ronaldson Field is the appropriate location and the changes NRR1
requests are equally supported by the reasoning in the referenced permit appeal.

NRRI's operations, inctuding Ronaldson Field, also serve as show cases of state-
of-the-art C&D and Wood waste reuse, recycling and disposal. Recently, representatives
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from Southern’s Agricultural Extension Program, Center for International Development
Programs, LSU’s Horticulture Department and members of a Chinese Government
delegation visited NRRI’s operations, including Ronaldson Field, to learn the art of
making mulch and soil amendments. The City/Parish endorsed the project and Mayor
Kip Holden received the collection of professionals to encourage reuse and recycling.

Ronaldson Field is an existing facility, properly permitted and operated. The

~ siting of a new facility on other properties is an alternative to expansion; however, the

absence of any real adverse impacts to expansion of the service area, the adjustment in
the side slope resulting in a height increase and incoming volumes do not increase any
real adverse impacts and the social and economic benefits far outweigh any negligible
impacts. Clearly, continued operation and expansion of the existing facility is favorable
to identifying a new, most likely greenfield, site and unnecessarily developing a new
facility. NRRI operates an effective, well-equipped recycling and landfill operation. The
increase in space will allow for an increase in volume of 1.5 million cubic feet. At the
reduction, compaction ratios achieved by NRRI, i.e., approximately 3:1, this provides for
land filling of approximately 4.5 million cubic feet of innocuous C&D matenals, after
recycling.

No alternative site can achieve greater environmental or human health protection
than has NRRI at Ronaldson Field, an existing facility. The environmental, social and
economic benefits clearly warrant renewal and the limited expansions requested by
NRRI

Mitigating Measures: Over its years of operations, NRRI has continually been
sensitive to environmental, health and safety and neighboring issues. NRRI has achieved
a stellar environmental compliance record, an untarnished health and safety record and
has implemented many mitigating measures. Ronaldson Field is landscaped and fenced
at the entrance. In fact, the entire facility is fenced and is buffered from any adjacent
properties. NRRI spent considerable sums encouraging growth of native vegetation and
other in the buffer between the facility and Rafe Mayer Road as well as allowing a buffer
in some places even more than 250 feet from adjacent properties. In addition, Ronaldson
Field constructed a soil berm approximately 25 feet high at a strategic location near a
facility boundary. Ronaldson Field maintains compliance with its LPDES permit
protecting any surface waters from any potential exposures. In this regard, NRRI’s
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program requires, among other things, (1) care to avoid
and respond to any spills, (2) take care to avoid rainwater contact with materials, (3)
apply interim cover material to minimize rainwater contact, (3) indoor storage of
regulated materials, such as, fuels, (4) inside storage of liquid containers, (5) good
housekeeping, including clean work areas, proper storage of containers, drums and bags,
and proper inventory and labeling, (6) preventive maintenance, including proper
maintenance of containment areas, (7) regular visual inspections and (8) compliance with
spill response guidelines. NRRI controls dust by applying storm water to roads using a
tank truck. In fact, it has gone for considerable periods with zero discharge. NRRI
encourages trucks to approach and depart the site from LA Highway 19 thereby avoiding
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any populated areas. Obviously, NRRI has implemented considerable mitigating
measures.

In addition, working with nearby communities, NRRI established and is funding a
trust fund managed by the Baton Rouge Area Foundation that benefits the members of
the Alsen and St. Irma Lee communities. It is funded by a $1.00 contribution from each
truck that delivers materials to Ronaldson Field. However, use of the fund 1s determined
entirely by a committee of persons from these two commiunities for purposes the
committee decides are worthwhile. NRR], as a good neighbor, has made considerable
donations of materials and funds since the commencement of operations for community
functions and improvements.

IV.  Environmental Justice/Civil Rights

EPA’s Office of Civil Rights in the Michigan Select Steel Title VI Complaint, see
“Aliegation Regarding Air Quality Impacts,” pp. 25-6, EPA File No. 5R-98-R5, The
Office of Civil Rights, dated October 30, 1998, determined:

The environmental laws that EPA and the states administer generally do
not prohibit pollution outright; rather, they treat some leve! of pollution as
“acceptable” when pollution sources are regulated under indtvidual,
facility-specific permits, recognizing society’s demand for such things as
power plants, waste treatment systems, and manufacturing facilities. In
effect, Congress—and, by extension, society—has made a judgment that
somne level of pollution and possible associated risk should be tolerated for
the good of all, in order for Americans to enjoy the benefits of a modern
society—to have electricity, heat in our homes, and the products we use to
clean our dishes or manufacture our wares. Similarly, society recognizes
that we need facilities to treat and dispose of wastes from our homes and
businesses (such as landfills to dispose of our trash and treatment works to
treat our sewage), despite the fact that these operations also result in some
pollution releases. The expectation and belief of the regulators is that,
assuming that facilities comply with their permit limits and terms, the
allowed pollution levels are acceptable and low enough to be protective of
most Americans.

EPA and the states have promuigated a wide series of regulations to
effectuate these protections. Some of these regulations are based on
assessment of public health risks associated with certain levels of pollution
in the ambient environment. The NAAQS established under the Clean Air
Act (CAA) are an example of this kid of health-based ambient standard
setting. Air quality that adheres to such standards is presumptively
protective of public health, Other standards are “technology-based,”
requiring installation of pollution control equipment which has been
determined to be appropriate in view of pollution reduction goals. In the
case of hazardous air pollutants under the CAA, EPA sets technology-
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based standards for industrial sources of toxic air pollution. The
maximum achievable control technology standards under the Clean Air
Act are examples of this kind of technology-based standard setting. After
the application of technology-based standards, an assessment of the
remaining or residual risk is undertaken and additional controls
implemented where rejected. [FN not included]

Title VI and EPA’s implementing regulations set out a requirement
independent of the environmental statutes that all recipients of EPA
“financial assistance ensure that they implement their environmental
programs in a manner that does not have a discriminatory effect based on
race, color, or national origin. If recipients of EPA funding area found to
have implemented their EPA-delegated or authorized federal
environmental programs (e.g., permitting programs) in a manner which
distributes the otherwise acceptable residual pollution or other effects in
ways that result in a harmful concentration of those effects in racial or
ethnic communities, then a finding of an adverse disparate impact on those
communities within the meaning of Title VI may, depending on the
circumstances, be appropriate.

Importantly, to be actionable under Title VI, an impact must be both
“adverse” and “disparate”. The determination of whether the distribution
of effects from regulated sources to racial or ethnic communities is
“adverse” within the meaning of Title VI will necessarily turn on the facts
and circumstances of each case and the nature of the environmental
regulation designed to afford protection. As the United States Supreme
Court stated in the case of Alexander v. Choate, 469 U.S. 287 (1985}, the
inquiry for federal agencies under Title V1 is to identify the sort of
disparate impacts upon racial or ethnic groups which constitute
“sufficiently significant social problems, and [are] readily enough
remediable, to warrant altering the practices of the federal grantees that
had produced those impacts.” Id. at 293-94 (emphasis added).

Letter from Anne E. Goode, Director of EPA’s Office of Civil Rights, to Father Phil
Schmitter and Sister Joanne Chiaverni, Co-Directors, St. Francis Prayer Center.

In the Louisiana Environmental Quality Act, the Louisiana Legislature declared
that its purpose is the “maintenance of a healthful and safe environment”. La. R.S.
30:2003.A. The Legislature further declared in the Solid Waste statute that “the disposal
and utilization of solid waste is a'matter of vital concern to all citizens of this state, and
that the safety and welfare of the people of Louisiana require efficient and reasonable
regulation of solid waste disposal practices as well as a coordinated statewide resource
recovery and management program.” La. R.S. 30:2152. In keeping with the
Legislature’s directives, LDEQ promulgated a comprehenswe set of solid waste
management regulations citing specifically that provision. To this end, LDEQ
promulgated standards governing storage, collection, recovery and reuse and disposal.
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LAC 33:VIL.101,A. LDEQ stated further as its purpose to “implement a management
program that will protect the air, groundwater, and surface water, and the environment
from pollution from solid wastes and thus eliminate the potential threat to human health
from such pollution”. LAC 33:VIL.101.B. LDEQ also developed rules to put into
practice the directive “to utilize solid waste for useful purposes whenever practicable.”
LAC 33:VII'101.D; see La. R.S. 30:2305 et seq.

With regard to Type III facilities, such as Ronaldson Field, LDEQ promulgated
standards at LAC 33:VILChapter 7, Subchapter D that ensure “maintenance of a healthful
and safe environment” and that “protect the air, groundwater, and surface water, and the
environment from pollution from solid wastes and thus eliminate the potential threat to
human health from such pollution. See La. R.S. 30:2003.A. and 2152 and LAC
33:VIL101.B. In fact, LDEQ issued a Solid Waste Permit based on the comprehensive
Solid Waste Regulations to NRRI to operate Ronaldson Field on December 10, 1997
after critical review and analysis of its application and other supporting materials. The
permit requires compliance with all relevant Louisiana Solid Waste Regulations and
specifically the Type [I standards which are deemed protective of human health.

Furthermore, storm water at the facility is managed pursuant to an LPDES permit
issued by LDEQ to NRRI1. This permit provides protection of the environment from any
minimal potential discharge.

LDEQ’s regulations and NRRI’s permits and operations ensure protection of the
environment and of human health and the environment. Therefore, this facility is
protective of the environment and human health and there is no adverse impact.

During June 1998, several organizations filed a complaint with the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, No. 07R-98-R6. This complaint was informally
resolved through a supporting voluntary agreement rendering the matter closed. NRRI's
operations are protective of the environment and human health.

CONCLUSION

NRRI has operated Ronaldson Field for almost 10 years in an environmentally
protective manner with respect for all aspects of the environment as well as any nearby
population centers and its own employees. NRRI has a demonstrated record of
environmental compliance, good stewardship and top level corporate citizenship and
relations with local communities. Ronaldson Field is a significant contributor to the
acknowledgement of East Baton Rouge Parish as having a top recycling operation and,
upon renewal, and approval of the modifications, NRRI will continue to build upon this
record.
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Natural Resources Recovery

Natural Resources Recovery, Inc. (NRRI} is a locally owned company whic
began with a vision of making a positive difference in how Baton Rouge
handles waste. MNatural Resources Recovery, Inc., currently recovers a nu
of different materials from waste streams previously buried in the City Par
landfill.

As the first facility of its type in East Baton Rouge Parish, NRRI's Ronaldso
Field has been very well received as a better alternative for waste
management. The facility receives materials such as construction and
demolition debris, concrete, pallets, wood, and yard waste. These materi:
are now diverted from the North Landfill, which is the Parish's only other
tandfill and is operated at the expense of the taxpayers of East Baton Rou

Support Local Recycling Efforts
Visit Nature's Best Organic Soil Center at 9500 Perkins Road.

Local McDonald's restaurants and Magnolia Mound Plantation are benefitin
from the rich organic mulch and soil from Nature's Best and Ronaldson Fie

The Nature's Best Organics Story

In 1999, NRRI Contracted with East Baton Rouge Parish to recycle unbunc
wood waste, including brush piles, tree limbs, yard trimmings and Christrr
trees produced by residents of the Parish. Residents are encouraged to pl
curbside significant piles of these materials to ensure that they are picked
for recycling and not for normal disposal. BFI brush trucks collect the pile
wood waste and 'deliver them to Ronaldson Field to be recycled. Natural
Resources Recovery, Inc. uses recycled wood and yard waste in proven
composting management techniques to create premium soil mixes and
mulches. As of October 31, 2002, NRRI has recycled nearly 76,000 tons o
wood waste.

The compost base soil mixes and mulches are marketed as the "Nature's |
Organics” product line. Nature's Best Organics can be found in Baton Rou
atNature's Best Organic Soil Center at 9500 Perkins Road or at several of .
local nurseries and garden centers.’ In addition, Lafayette is home to two
additional Nature's Best Organic Soil Centers, one at 3198 Moss Street an.
other at 6832 Johnston Street, with a fourth location in Palncourtwlle at tt
corner of Hwy 1 and 70.

EXHIBIT A

9/23/2006
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- SUNDAY ADVOCATE, Baton Rouge, La. [ May 14,2000

L_J 1

’I‘nduy s toluma dddrESbES our mar

g 2 tandiU). Qur Arash has to go some-
w]aere L:mdmls nie always guing to

not fill them up so quickly. Since we

well ey 1o hove o happy marriage,
Remember  when  the Devil's
Swamp suniary lundfill was closed
und & new site was being sought?
. Residenls voiced objection 1o every
0L proposed toeaion” "NIMDBY' — Not
. In My Bocle Yord —-was their cry.
No éne loves aland[ill. No aie until
22 manths ago. Thay is when the city-
- paiish povernmeni made arranye-
" ments with Ronaldson Mielil, a Type
[-constnction and dunmli‘{inn fnd-
{il and recyeling and soils facility, o

wouy wasle, ,

" What this means is that rather than
filling up our Sanilur'y- landfill the
pd:ish is ‘lurning “trash -inlo rea-
sure” by collecting unbagped y.nd
Yaste, felled trees and the like into o
raluzble . orgdmc amendmen: by
omposudng it,

Several products are made. from
‘recycled East Baton-Rouge-Parish
verd and treetflmmings and are sold
by Naturel Resources.Jiecovery Inc.

nzme Nawpe's Best. They ‘are
. Orgonic “Tree Mulch, Organic Top
Dress, Orpanic Bedding Conipésy,
Organic .Garden Mix {alse culled
. WPhnting. Humus) and  Orgunic
.- Pating Mix. The preducts are avall-

- able ot locul nuiseries. |
Al govermment regulations are ful-
lowwed and in fact, are exgecded dur-
-. ing the compuosting process, result:

L ingin o product that is both safe and
g pleasant to handle and garded with.
The finished compost mixes have a
pH of 5,95 10 6.22.
-The most important aspects of -
L using compost ore.its effects un.the
soil's interndd drainuge, warkobilily
and nuiritive rereation. Compesied
‘vrganic matter helps bind sol parti--
cles wgelhur, l'mmmg aggregates
which improve drainage, spil air
spuce and improved plant root-
growi. When fertilizer is applied, it
. remains in the ol Jongey because of

g the orgunic miatler, meniiing less. i
wasted and washued into the stresy
ser and more s wsed by the plant .
Jintended. Using compost 1educes.
¢ amount Df])LbllC‘ldLh used by the

- riage to parbaye and pur love of land- .
- fUls, You can't' diverce yoursell from:

have 1w live 1ogether, we might as -~ §

recyele — not landfill — vard wng

in bags or in bull Undér the brand |

.. bu iwround, s0,by working positively =
. gward lI\L thrée "R's" << Re-use, -
Reduce, Recyele — we can help to

Pholo by Bob Squulf

CoHec(ed free and brush refuse is ready to be ground and background alarge mound ol ch;ppec
wood Is ready to be compos!ed al Honaldson Field. -

I

enwronmenl. Becuuse planls_g_row

‘Better and have a sironger root 5ys- .

tem, ‘they.are better able to-tolerate
uid yesist pests and are fasier to

recyver from environmental stress. - |

Al this is a result of recycling our

pigunic waste rather than landflling .

it

Is theie a dowsside f:om collcctmg .
" and recycling the porish's organic .

trash? None that | can think of: But it
is disappointing thal.not all organiv
waste we generale is collected, A sig:
nificant amount is still put out an the
curb by homeownérs and is picked

up. by. garbage tucks twice o week _ .

ant tnken t9 the "expensive” landfill,

our sanitary landfill, Some .states

currently _prohibit- residents from

putting out‘bags of grass clippings,.

leaves and shrub prunings. Those
stales have cxpensive tipping fees of
$120perton of parbage. \Ye only pay
$20 per ton, 50 who cares whal-we
throw away? Who cares; indeed! As
taxpaying residents, it's chcap, only

$8.40 per month.- Wail umil the fec -

goes 1o §50 per nenth s in other
states, Thi's $600 & year {n the 16
yuenrs I've owned o houvse 'in this
parish, the'garbage fee hos incr uasul
2 puru.nl unnuaUy s

'GROUND
WORK -

BOB
SOUVESTRE

The day is fust coming when
“NIMEY" won'l be a prohlem be-
cpuse Lhere will be no more Jand on
which [otocate o lundfil. Then what?
The answer.is simplei nYour cost 1o

throW away trash will increase dra- .
maticafly, and laws will be passed’

prohibiting you from throwing away
anything recycieble, This will hap-
pen soon :nough in our lfetimes;
why hurry the situation up by [illing
the tandfili we présently have by not
re-using, reducing and recycling?
One way is 10 use locally produced
compuost generated from tocally pro-

duced organic waste.-Doing s0 will |

help divert a tremendous amount of

“recyclable maieria from unneces.

sarily going tir our sanitary landfil

and will helps our Jocal environment,

L Nule :

The BREC Bluebonnet Swam
Narure Centér will host a festivalce
ebrating and educating the publi
about snakes, one of our most misur
dersiood creatures, from 9 a. m. o
p.m. Saturday. :

Display booths and lalks Er

planned all day with topies such n

' overcommg snaké phobia, snak

identification ond habitats, ver
snakes, responsible pet snake ownel

) ship, popular myths and misconceg

tions about snakes and fucts abnu
snakebile,

The Louisiana .Nature .Cente)
BREC Baton Rouge Zoo, the Ticklas
State Park, the Jean Lafine Nanona
Histérical’ Park and Preserve am
Aujgator Bayou will be among ‘th
sites represented by speakcrs o
exhibits. There will also be activide.
for the kids. A small admission fet
will be charged. The centerislocaler
8t 10503 North Oak Mills Parkway
off Bluebonnet Boulevard, berweei

' Perkms Road and Highland Hond
N

Cor @ question for Bob 'iouvesrn
horticuliurist with the LSU Agri
cultural Center? Write Ask Bob, #0!

St Louis 5t Buton Rouge, LA 70802

EXHIBIT B
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divert 32.8 percent of waste load

Bym DUNNE

A sial writer . ]
jaron Rouge Parish residents and businesses recycled

about a third of what they thréw away lasz jear, d.lvemng it
from the city-parish landfill. -

Additionally, the tonnage buried in the landml - whichis in
the northern part of the parish — felf for the first year since .

1993.
Susan Ham:lmn direcior of the city- pansh Recycling

Office, sdid extra eﬂuns such as recycling concrete and
more composnng helped i increase the amuum of waste recy-
: cled

waste, compared 10 402,825 tons sent to the pansh landFill.

Recychng diverted abuut 258 percem of the par:sh S mtal. -

waste load..
In 1998, résidents and busmesses sent only 386,234 tans to

the landfill, recycling 188,099 tons. That means about 32.8

percent of the waste was diverted from the landfill to recy-

cling effors. -
The total amount of waste sent to the landfill had steadily

been, on the rise since 1993, when 293,563 tons of waste was

dmpcsed of there. The 1998 results marked the first dectine '

since 1993, but is still 92,000 tons or so more than what was
sent to landel.'l that year. :

“The parish operates a once-a- -week resldennal recyclmg
program that collects plastics, gldss, paper products and

some métals. Commercial recycling actually dwarfs the,

résidential program, Hamilton said,

“The city-parish goal is Lo divert 25 percent of what normally
goes into the landfill. - -

Hamlllon said last year was the first umg/n/cre\e was

In 1997‘ residents ahd businiesses recycled x39 78S tons of .

in East Baton Rouge Parish -

l-_ Tonnage /kwmem Tonnage recycled
' Jlandlitled - . {Residential and comrnerc:al)‘.

4‘50.00'0 — ] T |
vt - ; i R 8
400,000 - T
s IR P AT
J o I
L A (X ) ! L
300,000 "”r\v ——

200,000 : — —— /ﬁ_;:f

Landf' tled and recycled waste ﬁ

150,000~ ; 1=
100000_ : : ,_/L/"‘ : '
50000 =

~"190D 1991 1992° 1883 19941995 19961997 1998

Source EBR Hecyclmg Office . Advocate grnphlc

mctuded in the recychng program: That helped mcrease the ‘|

1otal amount of waste recycled. .
0ld concrete can be groynd up for other rnad uses or can be

used as “rip-rap,” or rubble, 10.combat erosiari.

Under slale regulanons cnncrele is counted in delermmmg -
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how much waste js reeycled, but it
doesn't count under federal guide-
lines, she said. If the 44,108 tons of
concrete recycled in 1998 ‘are
removed from the calculations, the
parish still meets its 25 percent
recycling goal, Hamilton said. .

But more needs to be done, she
said. This weckend, the Recyclmg
Office kicks off an educatmnal cam-
paign by distributing a handbook on
récycling through the upcomlnL,
Sunday Advocate.

"We.are trying 10 get people to

“take a mofe comprchensive ap.-

proach to waste reduction — marc
than just putting the bin out on the -
curb,” she said. ) :

The guide will list businesses that
recycle materials and'commercial
establishments that sell recycled
products. . :

“For examp!e, many people might
net think of it, but you can buy a
(trickling) hose for your garden that
is made of recycled productq
Hamiiton said:

Several businesses take used oil
and antifreeze, and they are hsted in
the guide, Hamilipn said, '

There are also tips on how to buy
products with minimal packaping.

. Composting has also become papu-

. lar, spurred in purt by the distribu.
. tion of 15,000 low-cost composting
. bins. The Rccyclmg Office received

a $250,000 grant to underwrite the

cost of the bins, Hamilton said,

- The last of the reduced-priced bins

" will be sold Nav. 15, she said,

A new disposal site for construg-’
tion and -démolition waste -
Ronaldson Field in the Alsen com-
riunity, which opened in 1998 — has
helped reduce what is going into the
parlsh land[ill. The operators of the -
site aré récycling much of the con-
struction debris and the wood wasté
that comes from parish curbside
pickup, which will help divert even -

. more from the parish tandfill this
year, Hamilton said.

Aluminum can recycling, re-
sponding to Better prices, increased

" greatly in 1998, I{amilton’s statistics

show. In 1997, only 1,048 tons of ali:
minum was recycled In 1998, the

. amount jumped 1o 4,399 tons,

Sewage sludge recycling is also
helping the statistics, — though it
was down some from 1997 to 1998.

Sludge taken from sewage treat-
ment plants here is being used by

- PCS Nitrogen Corp, of Geismar to ..
. help grow vegetation to cover its

gypsum waste piles, which are cre-
ated when the compa.ny makes fer-

‘tlll.zﬂ!‘

EXHIBIT C
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Some good news

|-on recycling front

enormous, there is good news on anather waste.

A lthough Baton Rouge's sewage probléms are

front.

' Recycling by residents and busmesses in East Baton B

Rouge Parish is up, and the tonnage going to the

.parish landfill is down for the first time since 1993. -
Almost one-third of the parish’s waste was diverted .. .-
from the landfill in 1998 by recycling, exceeding the B
" parish goal of 25 percent. e

- We commend the efforts of all residents and busi-

- nesses that participated in the recyclmg program. .
Those efforts help thé environmént both by canserv- -

ing precious natural resources and by keepmg waste

' ..outoftheland N
-1+ 7 In 1997, there were 139 785 tons of waste recycled- ‘
"1 and 402,825 tons went to the landfill. In 1998, only
| 386,234 tons went to the landfill, and 188,099 tons were
: recycled =
7| Those numbérs aré headed in the nght direction, but_
they ¢ould be better. Until 1998, the total amount of
" waste sent to the parish landfill had been on a steady |
increase; and the 1998 -amount was still some 92, 000 P

tons more than went to the landfill in 1993:

-Susan Hamilton, director of the city-parish recycling -
-1 “dffice; said commercial recycling of materidls such as- |-
|- construction-and- demolition waste; -actually. surpasses |
| theTesidential programy; which featiires once-a-Week
7| curbside; pxckup of: plasncs glass paper products and "} .
‘=:some ‘métals;. oy
" While the-1998 recychng number Wwas good the city-
- | -parish récycling office has a new recycling campaign -
" 10 try to get citizens to take a more comprehenswe :
'|- approach to waste reduction. E
1 - Hamilton said the campaign will be initiated this
‘weekend with distribution of a recycling handbook
- along with your Sunday Advocate
The guide will list businesses that recyclé matenals '-'

such as used oil and antifreeze and will identify com-

mercial establlshments that sell recycled products,

Hamilton said.
There are also tips in the pubhcauon on how to buy

| products with minimal packaging.

We commend the effort thus far, and encourage all

1 partsh resideiits to study the recycling publicatian in-
‘the’Sunday Advocate and intensify their efforts to |-
hélp the environment through recycling and the use of |,

recycled products.

o

The Advocate
525 LAFAYETTE ST BATON ROUGE, LA. 70802 -

- DAWDC MANSHIP. -
* President & Publ:sher

_ LiNDA LIGHTFOOT JAMES B. WHITTUM o

Lxecutive Editor - Managing Editar

Opinion Page Staff:

~ WILLIAM BANKSTON 'LARRY DICKINSON

" EAYETTE TOMPKINS LANNY KELLER -

EXHIBITD |
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Ev. b:ﬂm; M;anuZMb:N
Acachany _xh_amz . L

.F.E:w E..x. Sn trash is more corplicated than it used F..,

be.

instead of a:BE:n ESQE.:n into a bag and 1058ing it
1a the curh, many Americans now perform the rituat of
satting their castof {5 for recycling.

There aven’t oo many things considered gaybage that

can't an .nnmn-nu or, ..n:unh Glass, _u_um:nm paper, cavid-’

board; foed, grass, branchis, newspapers — ‘nearly
r:né.?ﬁn can be transformed inlp something usable:

- According. to an annual survey done by Diocycle’
- Magazipe, an industry publication, Americans mmﬂ«ﬁgnn
more than 400 million tons of solid waste in 2600, 32 vn_..

cent of which was recycled.
In-Lowisiana, 17 percent of the mm 3&:5 E:u wnsn...
ated  was wvecycled, the survey _.aEE The stare

Department. n_q r:s_gan:ﬁ_ Onﬂ:c TECeIVES E:.E._
veports from 23 recycling programs in the state.

* Two of the state's most effective Sn«n_ﬁm oaawgm
are in Baton Rouge and Lafayene,

. Lafayette has the oldest curbside qnnqn_:_m program in

Louiziana. T1'began in the late 1980s, alter the city lost 2

lawsuit filed by neighibors of the city-owned land{il]. The’
lawsuit cost che taxpayers millions of dollars, and the -

decision was made. 1o clbse - ..7.@ landfill, said Bette

Vidrine, chief of the nS_ s m:c:.oaanau._ n= ision.
“That was the real iopetus 1o reduce solid waste,
because at that point'they were going to have ta ship it

. tlsewhere, 5o anything that could be done to reduce the

waste stream-would reduce cosls,” Vidrine said.
The program started small, but now Lafayene vesi-
dents mmvE.En ‘their recyclabies into three bins: cwnr.. 4

D.uon zmndnriﬁ. _uuwn 154
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[0 SUNDAY ADVOCATE, Baton Rouge, La

O February 3,2
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Recycling

CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1A
plastic and glass, and aluminum
and steel. Yard waste, including
leaves, grass clippings and
branches, are lell loose at the
curb or in open trash ‘cans

The recyclables are sent to the
Recycling Foundation, a local
company paid by the city to take
the materials, which are sorted
and sold. The yard waste goes to
the city-owned composting [acil-
ity, where it is tumed into com-
post that is given away to city
residents [or use in gardens

One of the smartest decisions
made in the 19803 was to open
tbat composting facility, Vidrine
said

“That takes oul the majority of
what we remove {rom the waste
stream,” she said. “It was a mat-
ter of really good planning back
st that time for future control of

that have been the leadership in
Louisiana ever since. People

e from all over the state and
ver the world 16 see our
facility.”

Composting, which basically is
copying Mather Nature's recy-
cling by turning leaves, grass
and branches into organic mater-
ial to fertilize gardens and mulch
irees, can rnake 4 big difference
in recycling numbers.

1t's s big part'of the difference
berween Lafayette’s recycling
numbers and those of East Baton

ge. X . 4

According to the state Depart-
ment of Environmental Quality's
annual recycling report for 2000
Baton Rouge diverts 28 percent
of its waste stream from the
landfill’ Lafayette diverts 48 per-
cent, the repart indicates.

East Baton Rouge Parish has &
curbside pickup program for un-
bundled woody waste. The ciry's
waste hauler, BFI, picks up the
branches, trunks and stumps at
the curbside and takes them to
Natural Resources Recovery
Inc., where the wood is made
into organic soil mixes and
es which are sold under

Nature's Best Organics line.
NRRI, which also recycled
32,000 1ons of concrete and 1,200
tons of metals in 2000, recycled
27,000 tons of wood waste for the
city-parish that year. East Baton
Rouge Parish saved money with
the contract, said Susan
Hamilton, recycling director for
East Baton Rouge. It costs about
$16 per ton to send the waste to
NRRI, compared to $20 per ton
fo send it to a landfill

However, the city-parish's
grass clippings and leaves still
go inta the landfill. Hamilton is
trying 1o keep those materials

1 b with a successful

omposting program,;

g tes that at least 7,000
tons of food waste, grass clip-

e wmd Bassen cee &6

it
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werifice iy

T

frrexess, Lhaton Planders Bank

Buion K + Business Keport

KABIK,

(7] -;Um’,'r:.,"z. :HL"“FH'_’;H'AHH. [y Ihy‘,’u‘umu 14

¢ Grealer Balon Rouge

anii-litler wrgai n
arteet. The pan " ) change autiludes that
wreele ltiter, o enicourage Deaulification ;;-’ou\ und

o frogmede: recpediig

The wwireitery e

RETALL: SINGLE STORE

Winner: Yvonne Kelleher Interiors

RETALL: SHOPPING CENTER

Winner: The Mall at Contana

SERVICLES: OFVICE BUILDINGS

Winner: Ancu Industries

Honoerable mention:

W

‘u-

Blue Cross and Blue Shicld ol Loutsiana

INDUSTRIAL
Winner:

P

Ine = Ronaldswn Field

MNatural Resources Reco

LHonorable mentlon: Dow Chentical

INSTITUTIONAL: NONPROFITS, CITURCHES

winner: University Presbyternian Church

INSTTIUTIONAL:

HOSPITALS, MEDICAL/IIEALTII CARE
Winner:

A

b Laidy ol the Lake Regional Medical Center

—————————————— e, T 22+~ s

Honoerible menton: Sumnut Tospital

INSTITUTTONAL:
PUBLIC BUILDINGS/FACILITIES
Winner: BREC's Baton Rouge Zow
lHonorable mentions

BIEC Bluehonne Swamp Natuee Center

Fricods of the Hilltop Arfhorctum

INSTTIUTTIONAL:
SCHOOLS/COLLEGES/UNIVERSITIES, PUBLIC
Winner: LSU Lod Cook Alumni Centes
Uonorable mentions:

{ ik
Isroadimoor igh Sehool

INSTITUTTONAL:
SCHOOLS/COLLEGES/UNIVERSITIES, PRIVATE

Winner: Central Private School

CERTIFICATES OF APPRECIATION

BellSouth Mobility

DBradley-Blewster & Asso

Greater Baton Rouge Food Bank

ol Baton Rouge

EXHIBIT F
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Adding Volue To

“Wood Waste”

PALLETS, WOOD AND YARD TRIMMINGS

i ):.“ ] .._A L ,"‘" W ( \II‘:“‘ :'
and process wood waste and yard

[
trimmings 1nto usea }Jit‘, environ-

{

"1s an ;tb\:mi:n]l. seem-

and marke tu.r: f:\}wr.a in\ defz mll
About l ve o, when Louisiana

demand for mulch or com; a(hl
“In wn'h Louisiana, using
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based >‘.il mixe
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y beneficial products, one of

Around the
country, wood
and yard
trimming
processors te 1
the same story —
to take the
volume on the

s

fr‘om—vnd, the

mantra on the
back end is
“markets,
markets,
markets.”

Dan Emer
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company 1is

soil mixes
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ampli

its Garden
existing soil
=
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BUILDING STRONG MARKETS FOR
MULCH AND COMPOST PRODUCTS

from end users, the
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curing & similar 1 Knox Coun-

Tennessee, NRRI now process
60,000 tons/year of yard trimmings
in each market. Equipment
includes a CBI horizontal grinder, and ar

rin screen that also is used to make the

1ixes. In addition to landscape products,
he company produces a biofuel that its

sells to ten plants in the Baton Rouge anc
Knoxville markets. It also does contrac
grinding, and has a pallet collection “arm

in Knox County

es about
, Oper-

ating two sites

o+ v

GROWING THE MARKET

Brian has been considering whether to
expand into the colored mulch business, not-
ing the growing demand for the landscape
material. “I’ve got to be convinced there’s
enough of a market for the colored product
to justify the investment in equipment and
materials,” he says. The firm has been buy-
ing and selling some colored mulch to test
the market

Thus far, the 35-employee company has
relied primarily on grassroots marketing to
boost awareness and sales of its products.
NRRI annually maintains displays and
makes presentations at
several regional home
and garden shows, and
also serves as a sponsor of
a commercial landscaper
group’s annual meeting
[t also uses billboards and
yard signs and donates to
schools and homeowners
associations. “We've had
to educate the market on
the benefits of aged and
cured, composted .mulch
and compost-based soil
products. It takes a seri-

T nox County processing sites receive

trimmings brought in by landscapers or
ns (middle photo). A lot of pallets (lower
o), plywood and other wood waste from
boat manufacturers in the area are part of
the feedstock flow.

e i i b B e
Yard trimmings
processing got off to
a slow start in
Tennessee because
two attcmpta to
legislate a dispoml
O r -
ban failed.

ous marketing effort. We’'
first; marketing is not our specia
though we have had some success at selling

to

As 1ts customer base continues t¢
will NRRI's marketing efforts, he add
“This is a volume-driven business. It re

quires very expensive,

specialized equip
ment. So, once you've got the equipment
you've got to try to maximize production
And, if the material doesn’t go out the
pipeline as fast as it comes in, the pipeline
stops up really quick.”

The contract with Knox County got un
derway in January. NRRI operates the
yard trimmings collection program and the
two processing sites — one in Solway, near

rROGRINLL

BUILT TOUGH

BY PRECISION HUSKY

TRACK MOUNTED

1500T tub grinder mounted

on

and powered by a 390 HP diesel

weE Ing St

mers in the 8 ft

degrees for cleaning and servicin

ENGINEERS AND MANUFACTURERS OF
WORLD CLASS EQUIPMENT FOR CHIPMILLS,
SAWMILLS, WDOD YARDS, LOG LDADING
AND IN WODDS DEBARKING/CHIPPING
AND WDDD WASTE GRINDING

9 Models for Wood Waste Production From 10 TPH to 100 TPH
.‘._

Caterpillar tracks with remoteé control

) )0 pounds. Solid wood
is easily processed with fixed ham

tub which raises 90

7 MODELS OF TUB GRINDERS

The 900 series powered with 100 HP

diesel and weighing 10,000 Ibs,, to
the 5100 with 860 HP diesel and
knuckleboom weighing
67,000 Ibs. and capable ol process

loader,

ing more

312

and

4

HORIZONTAL H-3854

With patented shredc

and a double
which v

ming

50 HP diesel, it processes

P.O. DRAWER 507 LEEDS. AL 35094.0507 « 205'640-5181 « FAX 205/640-1147
EMAIL: precisionhusky@msn com « WEB SITE : www precisonhusky com
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The strong demand

for mulch especially

the red and black
dyed varieties is
partially due to the
popularity of
ornamental trees
such as red buds
and dogwoods.

Between the
sites it operates
in Baton Rouge
and Knoxville,
NRRI processes
about 60,000
tons/year of
yard trimmings.
A horizontal unit
is used for
grinding.

the city of Oak Ridge, and the second
(which opened in April) at Forks of the Riv-
er Industrial Park in Knoxville. The coun-
ty also has applied for a permit to begin
composting biosolids from area wastewater
treatment plants, which would take place
at one of the yard trimmings/wood process-
ing sites.

Initially processing about 10,000
tons/year, the Solway facility is ramping up
to about double that amount, according to
county solid waste manager John Evans.
Damage left by two tornados that passed
through the area in May greatly increased
the volume of material to be processed. The
storms knocked down or damaged many “old
growth” hickory, pine and oak trees, along
with Bradford Pear trees, an ornamental,
nonnative tree. The Forks of the River In-

dustrial site processes another 5,000

LL FOR PAPER

BioCYCLE wesr coast coneeRence

MARCH 15-17, 2004 * PORTLAND, OREGON

Performance Standards For

Producing High Quality

Lonsi

Impacts

iring Compost Maturity

~

sompost Use Training Tools

Compost Operators, Compost Products

Ompost

Minimizing Neighborhood, Atmospheric

Educating Storrn Water Managers,

Soil And Water Quality Connections
Using Organic Media For
Storm Water Management
Erosion Control Research Progress
Role Of Organ
In Reducing Nonpoint Pollution

Matter/Compost

Cost-Efficient Organics Diversion
Quantifymg Organics
In Municipal, ICI Sectors

Landscape Archite DOT Engineers Life Cycle Analysis For Composting

Best .\13?1«1?‘3,"[‘.(‘1‘." P * Cost Savings For

Market-Focused Training For Organic Residuals Generators

Compost Producers =

‘ Renewable Energy Opportunities

Improving Agricultural Production Managing Manure
And Profits Via Anaerobic Digestion

Boosting 1 Microbial Pog ons * Raising Energy Crops
* Predicting Disease Suppression Of Compost With Biosolids And Manure

Ty » Comparing Methane Quality From

Landfill Gas, Anaerobic Digesters

lur Tapers: BioCycle is requesting abstracts for presentations pertaining to the
sion themes identified for the 2001 West Coast Conlerence, Please submit
tracts (one page or less) electronically to noragold@jgpress.com or by mail to

nora Goldstein, BioCycle, 419 State Avenue, Emmaus, PA 18049, Deadline for
submissions is August 15, 2003,

tons/year. It receives a lot of pallets, ply
wood and other wood waste from boat man
Evans. The con
tractor produces mulch and wood chips used
for boiler fuel by nearby Maryville College,
a Kimberly Clark paper plant, and several
other cogeneration facilities

Yard. trimmings processing got off to a
slow start in Tennessee because two legisla-
tive attempts to ban the material from land
fills were “béaten back” by waste processing
companies and larger cities, Evans explains
“But it made good economic sense to set up
these two facilities. They are competi
tive with landfilling. And, this is a strong
area for mulch, and we suspect it will be
very vibrant for compost-based soil mixes.”
The strong demand for mulch — especially
the red and black dyed varieties — is par
tially due to the popularity of ornamental
trees such as red buds and dogwoods. Plus,
he adds, “a lot of education is going on right
now about mulch, and the public is starting
to see the benefits.”

Both of the county's sites are well-isolated
from residential areas. Forks of the River is
nearly surrounded by a rock quarry. Solway
is located in a more densely populated part
of the county, but its location on top of a
ridge, with a lake on the north side, means
there are no nearby neighbors. The county
developed bike trails and a park-like setting
on the 165-acre site, greatly enhancing the
public’s acceptance. As part of its marketing
effort, the county built a striking log hot
on top of the ridge, to replace the trailer it
had been using as a sales office.

Finding takers for the mulch and compost
based soil mixes produced at the two sites
has been going well, according to Evans. The
University of Tennessee Ag Extension Ser
vice has helped with the marketing aimed at
retailers and end users. “In Tennessee, near
ly everybody owns a pickup, so there’s a lot
of self-hauling,” he says. The high clay con-
tent of the soill makes it more suitable for
building than growing. To a large extent,
growing the county’s waste conversion oper-
ation “will depend on how guickly the mar
ketplace takes to compost,” Evans adds. To
further that learning process, he plans to set
up a demonstration garden to show the ben-
efits of using the material

ufacturers in the area, says

(cost

PROCESSING PALLETS

While Pallet Resource of North Carolina
began business in manufacturing and re-
pair of the rough-cut wooden platforms
that are ubiquitous in factories and ware-
houses, the Lexington, North Carolina-
based firm has developed a profitable side
business turning discarded pallets into
boiler fuel and mulch. “When we started
years ago, there were not as
as there are now,” says Neal Grimes,
pany president. “There still a
markets to handle all the
be ground up.” Fortunat
0l the Sse: I na
demand for boiler fuel (winter) and mulch

er and fall), the two markets

1y markets

com-

cure o1

ny, because
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are complementary.

Grimes has been grinding pallets into
mulch since 1989, producing one to 1.5-inch
chips. The product was not an instant hit in
North Carolina, he recalls. “Initially, it was
a hard one to break in this part of the coun-
try, because of the availability of tree bark
and pine needles for use as mulch. Before I
developed the higher value markets (selling
colored mulch), nobody wanted the stuff.”

The firm produces red, brown, cypress
and black colored mulch, using a machine
manufactured by Wood’n Colors, a company
which has since been acquired by Becker
Underwood in Ames, Jowa. After the pallets

-are ground, magnets are used to remove
nails and other metals. The wood has a
moisture content of about 12 percent. To
process material, Pallet Resource uses a
Morbark tub grinder and a Schutte-Buffalo
horizontal grinder.

-

In marketing chips to
wood burning plants,
chip size is a crucial fac-
tor, Grimes says. “Some
boiler systems may not
take' the size you're
marketing. It can be a de-
terrent, sometimes.”
Transportation costs are
another major issue, typ-
ically ranging between
$250 and $350/ truck-
load, sometimes reaching
as high as $400. “They
can make or break you,”
he adds. “If there is too
much freight (cost) in-
volved, it becomes just a
way to get rid of something.”

OPERATING IN A QUARANTINE ZONE

In 40 years of doing business, Henry’s
Wood Farm of Martinez, California has ex-
erienced the expected peaks and valleys.
Jowever, in recent months, the family-
wned, all-women operated firm has faced
an unprecedented challenge — in the form
of a tidal wave of green waste. A number of

BioCycLE

recycling operations in northern Califor-
nia’s Contra Costa County have been
closed down because of a federally-man-
dated quarantine intended to slow the
spread of sudden oak death disease (see
“Composting As A Control For Sudden Oak
Death Disease,” February 2003). The dis-
ease, first discovered locally two years ago,
has infected an estimated 8,000 trees in
the county, according to operations man-
ager Melanie Hasenpusch, who estimates
that about half of the 30 wood recycling op-
erations in the county have been closed
down. With fewer recyclers to handle the
waste stream, Henry’s seven-acre opera-
tion has quadrupled its feedstock in recent
months, requiring a shift from renting a
grinder once a year to purchasing a Ver-
meer tub grinder for full-time use. Anoth-
er-complicating factor is that the quaran-
tine requires wood recyclers to retain
material on-site for at least 12
months before moving it on.
Most of the material Henry's
handles is in the form of tree
rounds and trimmings from devel-
opers and landscapers, which
brings up another reason for the
. increased flow: “Even though the
economy 1s down and we're offi-
cially still in a recession, the hous-
ing industry has been booming —
which means a lot of land clearing
activity,” Hasenpusch explains.
“With fewer and fewer places to
take rounds and chips, we're be-
coming inundated. This has al-
ways been a relatively small, com-
munity-based business, but we're
expanding quickly.”

Most of the material Henry's Wood Farm handles is in the form
of tree rounds (top photo) that are processed into chips for
playground cover material (bottom photo).

Hasenpusch estimates that about 80 per-
cent of Henry’s production is purchased by
landscapers, with 20 percent being used by
homeowners. Material is trucked to buyers
as far as 60 miles away, in the San Jose
area. After 40 years in operation, Henry's
is well known in the surrounding area.
Still, the firm plans to boost its marketing
efforts, she notes, using yellow-page adver-
tising and the Internet. “We’re a little be-

Recycled water
from the Regional

Sanitary District is

used to keep
windrows moist,
while adding
nutrients to the
piles. That water

supply is also used

for fire control and

to water all gardens

on the site.

JuLy 2003
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shredder
windrow-turner
drum-screen

Recycling-
and Composting

L WILLIBALD GmbH - Germa:
Bahnhofstralle & - BB639 Wald-Sentenhart

phone: +49 (0) 75 78/1 85-0 WILLIBALD

e-mail: info@willibald-gmbh.de

Looking for a Quality
Field Applicator?

Ag-Gressor One builds premium quality field applicators.
Our super duty tool bar and welded steel plumbing are
just two features that make them tougher than any other.
Liquid units up to 6,000 gallons and dry spreaders with
side and rear discharge are available.

Call Ag-Gressor One today, because your next applicator
should be the best you've ever owned.
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hind the times; we just started building our web site.”

Henry’s has an edge over nearby recycling facilities run by
Acme Fill and BFI, both of which charge $13.50/yard to dump
material. Henry’s charge is $5/yard, with a $100 cap. The 7-
acre facility is currently processing more than 3,000
yards/month of wood waste. While over the permitted limit
the county has been giving recyclers a de facto exemption be-
cause of the quarantine situation.

Wood rounds are processed into chips for playground cov-
er material or cut for firewood, while other green waste is
made into soil conditioner. “Our green waste 1s left alone to
‘rest’ for a period of at least one year before it is screened and
separated,” explains Hasenpusch. “Separated wood chips are
rescreened to soften and turn them into a small decorative
chip, while the leaves and green waste are left to compost for
another year.” Henry's uses recycled water from the Central
Contra Costa Sanitary District to keep windrows moist. The
water also adds nutrients to the piles, which cuts down the
decomposition time by 15 percent, she adds. “It’s a win-win
situation, because we don’t have to use drinking water,
which is more expensive, to add moisture. In addition, we use
the recycled water for fire control and to water all the gar-
dens on our site.” Henry's Wood Farm was one of the first
customers connected to the s sanitary district’s recycled water
system.

Wood chips processed using a quarter-inch screen are
mixed with compost and soil conditioner for use in the
area’s clay and adobe soils, which can be difficult to work
with on their own. The product is valued by developers and
landscapers because “when sod is laid on top of the prod-
uct, the roots from the sod will wrap around pieces of chip
and take it down into the clay and adobe — which is pret-
ty hard ground,” notes Hasenpusch. “Then it deteriorates,
causing aeration and providing nutrients to the newly es
tablished roots.”

To augment its regular three-quarter-inch to one inch
screens when producing chips, Henry’s has been experi-
menting with a quarter-inch trommel made by Power-
screen. Results have been good, according to Hasenpusch.
The smaller chips are in demand for use in small rose gar-
dens and Japanese gardens. “The smaller chips look better;
they darken more quickly, to a uniform golden color,” she
says. Plus, the “fines” that adhere to the small chips aid in
controlling weeds, and quickly decompose into compost-like
material. Chipped and screened material is marketed to
schools, playground structure companies, landscapers and
various residential users.

Henry’s Wood Farm is planning to switch to a horizontal
grinder because of the safety hazard posed by the tub
grinder’s tendency to throw material. Even though the fa
cility’s grinding operation has been opérating at full-tilt,
noise and odor have not been problems, since the site is
well-isolated from residential neighbors, situated between
a landfill and an oil refinery. In exchange for implementing
a state-mandated odor management plan, the facility was
allowed to double the amount of finished product it has on
hand — from 500 to 1,000 yards of each type. Under the
plan, the operators are required to prevent water puddling,
frequently turn stockpiles and take daily temperature
readings.

With green waste material accumulating at the fastest
rate ever, preventing compost piles from heating up be-
comes even more of a challenge. Constant turning is im-
portant, along with striving to keep individual piles from
exceeding 1,000 yards in size, Hasenpusch says. Fortu-
nately, the blackbirds that gather on top of the compost
piles serve as an indicator of rising temperatures. “Any-
time they gather on a pile or section, that means heat from
a hot spot is driving the bugs up,” she notes. “They like the
bugs and heat. So if we spot them gathering we know we
have a problem.” E

JULY 2003
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW ‘
TWENTY;THIRD FLOOR, ONE AMERICAN PLACE
POST OFFICE BOX 3187
BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 7082i-3197
(504) 387-3000
FAX (504) 387-5387

NEW ORLEANS OFFICE
LLed TOWTR, SUTTE 3400
900 POYORAS STRIIT

NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA 7012
G040
FAK D04 SN2

July 29, 1996

Department of Environmenta!l Quality
Office of Solid & Hazardous Waste

Post Office Box 82178

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70884-2178
Aftention: Mike Strong
Dear Mr. Stiong:

Enclosed is the response to the public comments submltted by our client,
Naturai Resources Recovery, inc.

Please contact the undersngned if you need additionsl comments or
lnformatlon

JWBjrfjy
Attachments

cc:

Very truly yours, . .

BREAZEALE, SACHSE & WILSON, L.L.P.

A W. Barton, Jr.

Office of Water Resources

(wi_th enclosures)

41

EXHIBIT I
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COMMENTS ON THE APPLICATION FOR WATER DISCHARGE PERMIT
PERMIT APPLICATION NO. WP 5372
BY NATURAL RESOURCES RECOVERY, INC.
JULY 29TH, 1998

Submitted By:

Chenevert-Songy-Rodi-Soderberg -

An Engineering/Architectural Corporation
10725 Perkins Road, Suite 200

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70810

By: Ronald J. Rodi
and
- Breazeale, Sachse & Wilson, L.L.P.
<. One American Place, 23rd Floor
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70821

By: John W, Barton, Jr.
Andraw J. Harrison
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COMMENTS ON THE APPLICATION TO OPERATE
A TYPE il CONSTRUCTION/DEMOLITION - DEBRIS

LANDFILL RECOVERY FACILITY
(RONALDSON FIELD, EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH)

SITE ID NO. D-033-8024
PERMIT APPLICATION NO. 509
BY NATURAL RESOURCES RECOVERY, INC.

Natural Resources Recovery, Inc. {"NRRI"), through its undersigned
representatives, submits the following comments to the Louisiana Department of
Environmental Quality ("DEQ"} in support of its permit applications and as a response
to comments submitted in opposition.” The following comments primarily address
NRRI's Type Iil Solid Waste Construction & Demolition {“Topography C&D®) Permit
Application for the Ronaldson Field Topography C&D Landfill, but are also applicable
to and submitted in support of and in response to comments on NRR{’s interrelated
Wastewater Discharge Permit Application.

NRRI's comments essentially serve four purposes. First, NRRI clarifies for the
public the legal standards epplicable to permitting of a Topography C&D faecility.
Second, NRRI explains how its prior efforts meet all constitutional, statutory and
regulatory requirements of obtaining a permit for siting and operating a Topography
C&D facility. Third, NRRI reviews some pertinent facts regarding the permit, the
permitting process and operation of the facility to further clarify relevant factors which
have been misunderstood. In this regard, NRRI addresses the few specific factual and
technical comments submitted. Fourth, NRRI's discussion responds to specific public
comments on the Topography C&D Psrmit Application and, in part, to comments on
its Wastewater Permit Application. Thess purposes are attained throughout this
document though not necessarily in this same order.

In response to these comments and in support of its permit, NRRI will first
review for the public LDEQ's duties under the "IT" decision. Then it will review the
facts pertinent to each of the five "IT" questions. Finally, it will provide spscific
responses to the few specific factual or technical public comments.

! Comments have been submitted by the Louisiana
Environmental Action Retwork (“LEAN") and the Steering Committee
opposing NRRI‘s Water Discharge Permit Application (WP No. 5372)
(hereinafter the "LEAN* comments) and other members of the
public. Though LEAN asserted that ‘DEQ cannot apply responses of
one application to another. . .”, DEQ is entitled to review all
information available to it and is not relegated to conducting
decision making in a vacuum.
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(8 L. IT" Questions
The duties of the secretary of LDEQ waere set forth in Save Qurselves, Ing, v
Louvisiana Envtl. Control Comm'n, 462 So.2d 1152, 1157 (La, 1984) {the “IT"

decision}, To determine whether & proposed project fully minimizes advarse
environmental effects, LDEQ must consider whether altemate projects, alternate sites
or mitigative measures would offer more protection for the environment than the
project as proposed without unduly curtailing non-environmental benefits. Id,

 In Blackett v, Loigiana Department of Environments] Quality, 506 So.2d 749,
754 (La App. Ist Cir. 1987), the First Circuit summarized LDEQ's considerations into

five categories:

First, have the potential and real adverse environmental
effects of the proposed facility been avoided to the
maximum extent possible? Second, does a cost benefit
snalysis of the environmental impact costs balanced against
the social and economic benefits of the proposed facility
demonstrate that the latter outweighs the former? Third, are
there alternative projects which would offer more protaction
to the environment.than tha proposed facility without
unduly curtailing non-environmental benefits? Fourth are
. there altemative sites which would offer more protection to
(5 the environment than the proposed facility site without
unduly curtailing non- environmental benefits? Fifth, are
there mitigating measures which would offer more
protection to the environment than the facility as proposed
without unduly curtailing non-environmental benefits?

In |n the Matter of Rubicon, Inc., 670 So.2d 475 (La. App. 1st Cir. 1996), the
First Circuit Court of Appeals gave insight to the meaning of and the application of

these mandates. h stated that to be in conformity with the above mandates, LDEQ's
decision on a permit should contain:

N a general recitation of the facts as presented by all sides;

2} a basic finding of facts as supported by the record;

3)  aresponse to all reasonable public comments;

4 a conclusion or conclusions on all issues raised which rationally
support the order issued; and

5) any and all other matters which rationally support the DEQ's
decision.

id, at 428, Further, any written finding of facts and reasons for a decision must
satisfy the questions set forth in Blackett. |d. -

2
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First, NRR! submits that LDEQ possesses all information necessary to make a
decision to grant the necessary permits sought by NRRI. Second, NRRI further states
that all information necessary to conduct the above-described analysis is avaitable in
NRRI's submissions. This submission merely provides additional informetion on NRRI's
efforts prior to filing its permit application and provides additional information in
response to specific comments. Lastly, NRRI states that an analysis of the information

clearly shows that this parmit application meets the permittee’s obligations under the
IT analysis. :

A. Have the potential and real adverse environmental effects of the
proposad facility been avolded to the maximum extent possible?

1.  Yes. NRRI's investigation has teken into’ account potential and real
adverse environmental effects of the proposed facility and its proposal avoids, to the
maximum extant possible, both potential and real adverse environmental effects. The
proposed Ronaldson Field Landfill will be located in an industrially classified aerea of
East Baton Rouge Parish in close proximity to the new City-Parish Landfill {the “North
Landfill"}, The proposed site is suitable for siting of a landfill and ali steps have bean
taken to avoid any adverse effects on the natural environment. Further, significant
efforts will be employed to ensure that any effect on the human environment is
minimized to the maximum extent possible.

2. Discussion. {Summarized on Appendix “A”)

The facts show that the adverse effects upon the natural environment, upon the
human environment and upon land use have bean avoided to the maximum extent
possible. The lack of adverse impact upon the natural environment may be seen by
examining ths sits’s topography, geology, vegetation, wetlands, and wildlifs habitat,
and the facility’s impact thereon. The lack of adverse impact upon the human
environment and fand use may be seen by examining the site and its neighborhood in
terms of residential, commercial, industrial, institutional, recreational and undeveloped
land uses, and the facility’s impact thereon.

a) Natural Environment
i) Topography

For the natural environment, the topography is well suited for a
Type Ili, Topography C&D facility. The natural contours of the site are fairly flat, but
was well drained Iend used as'a pasture. in the center of the site is a borrow pit dug
to approximately 40 feet dasp, which is below the deepest depth for the landfill cells.
On the northem edge of this pit, however, is a shelf which was dug to only about 20
feet below the natural land surface. This allows avoiding adverse impacts in several
ways,
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First, after the pit is drained, the bottom of the borrow pit will be
segled with a 5-foot layer of re-compacted clay that will come from the shelf area.
This will allow the commencement of operations at a location below the grade of the
land which will minimize any noise from the operations. As explained below,
landscaping of the buffer zone is plannad to help reduce noise. By starting operations
below grade, the vegetation planted in the buffer will have more time tc grow.

Second, the existing pit is deeper than the bottom of the proposed
landfill. As stated in the preceding paragraph prior to operation to ensure adverse
impact to the nearest aquifer, the existing pit will be filed with 5 feat of re-compacted
clay. Thus, the bottom will be well sbove the neerest aquifer.

Third, the wetlands on the site have been determined by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (“Corps”) and no landfill or other operations will take place
in the wetlands area.

Fourth, the site is not in the 100-year floodplain. This includes the
wetlands area and unnamed stream crossing the site from west to east. By way of
comparison, LDEQ's records show that portions of the City/Parish’s North Landfill {a
Type | & Il landfill} were in tha 100-year floodplain before filling occurred.

Another way the topography shows that adverse impacts have
been minimized is that the site’s northem border is the Rafe Mayer Road. The facility
at all points meets LDEQ's 50-foot buffer requirement, and frequentiy exceeds it.
However, along Rafe Mayer Road across from the residential ares, the buffer zone will
be at least 250 feet to the edge of the street. Thus, the actual distance to residences
is 400 + feet, including the width of Rafe Mayer Road, its right-of-ways, and pipeline
right-of-ways.

LDEQ should note that NRRI may not have necessarily been
required to determine the buffer zone's width from the edge of Rafe Mayer Road under
the Louisiana Solid Waste Regulations. The DEQ Regulations require a 50-foot buffer
from the edge of the landfill to the property’s boundary with the adjoining land.
However, when land is dedicated for use as a public road, fraquently the property’s
boundary is considered as the middle of the road es the road is considered to be &
public servitude. In Matter of Woodrow Wilson Construction Co,, 583 So.2d 385,
391 (La. App. 1st Cir. 1990}, the court ruled that LDEQ’s regulations are to be strictly
construed against LEDQ and in favor of the landowner. NARI, thus, could have
claimed the right to measure the 50-foot buffer from the middie of Rafe Mayer Road.
NRRI did not do so. Instead, it has greatly increased the buffer zones and these will
be planted with vegetation.
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An additional way the topography minimizes adverse impacts is
that the site is transected by two (2) natura! gas pipelines. One is north of Phase 3
of the landfill, and between it and the 250-foot buffer in the northwest corner and
Rafe Mayer Road. Thus, the distance between the landfill and any residential area in
Alsen is actually 250 feet, plus the width of Rafe Mayer Road and its rights-of-way,
plus the width of the pipeline servituds. The other pipeline runs between the Phase
1 & 2 area and the Phase 3 area. As a result, the effective buffer betwean the landfill
and the area of the church’s parking lot to the west will be over 1000 feet until
operations begin in the Phase 3 area. By that time, the vegetation planted in the
buffer zone will have had severa! years to grow, and thereby screen the landfill so that
it can only be partial, from neighboring land and any noise from the site is reduced.

Currently the site is used for cattle grazing. Although this site has
not been laboratory tested, runoff across cattle grazing lands typically produce non-
point sources of pollution of higher than normal levels of Biochemical Oxygen Demand
(BOD), and Fecal Coliform (FC} from transport of manure into adjacent waterways.
This runoff will ultimately be eliminated by the project.

Finally, an additional way that.the project will avoid adverse
impacts is by the elimination of the pig pens in the south east corner of the sita in the
vicinity of the St. Irma Lee subdivision. The pig pens have been a source of odors and

concerns that they may create health hazards. The pig pens will be immediately
eliminated. _

i) Vegetation

Planning for the facility has also considered vegetation as part of
the means used to avoid or minimize adverse impacts. First, additional vegetation will
be planted in the buffer zone. This will re_duce noisa from the facility.

Second, vegetation is sparse on tl';e-site's areas designatad for land
filling. As those areas are filled, they will be capped, covered with soil and seeded.
The existing pit and bare areas will thus become grassy.areas.

A third way vegetation was considered to avoid or minimize
adverse impacts is in the wetlands area that crosses the site from west to east.
Although this site was not in industrial use, NRRI had a wetlands delineation
performed. None of the wetlands will be disturbed.

iii. Geology -

The site’s geology also shows that adverse impacts ere avoided.
A more detailed discussion of the geotechnical investigation is in the applicetion, and
is further elaborated upon below. However, that investigation found that the natural
in-situ clay for this Type lil facility were more than 10 times more impermeagble than
the standards sst by EPA for re-compacted clay liners for hazardous waste landfills.
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iv. Faults

Next, although the LSWR do not contain seismic criteria for Type
Il landfills, there are no faults within the project site or in its vicinity.

V. Aquifers

Further, as shown in the permit application, the site is in a Low
Recharge Potential area for aquifers, not within 1000 fest of an aquifer recharge area,
and as noted above, the landfill is at least 5 feet above the upper most aquifer under
the site {and 5 feet of the on-site clay which already exceeds EPA’s hazardous waste
fandfill liner standards will be re-compacted and used to saa! the bottom of tha existing
pit).

vi. Subsidance

The site geology is also well suited since there are no known areas
of ground subsidence.

vii. Wildlife Habitat

Finally, any adverse impact to the natural environment in terms of
an impact on wildlife habitat has been avoided. The site areas which will ba used for
operations and land filling have previously been used for the borrow pit, cattle grazing
and the pig pens. Thee is no wildlife habitat in these areas. The remaining site areas,
consisting of wetlands and an upland area in which there ara perimeter trees, will not
be used in connection with the operations or for land filling. Any impact upon those
areas as wildlife habitat has already occurred due to prior activities on site.

viii. Wetlands

These factors show that all adverse impacts upon the natural
environment have been avoided or minimized to the maximum extent possible. The

_same is true as to impact upon the human environment and land use.

b) Human Environment and Land Use

The Type il Topography C&D facility will have littla to no impact upon
residential land use. The Site is completely within Industrial Area No. #4 as defined
in the City/Parish's Plan of Government. Residential land use is illegal in Industrial
Areas. The site is slso zoned M-2 {Heavy industrial), and has been for naarly 40
years.” Under the City/Parish’s zoning ordinances, residantial land use is illegal in M-2
areas.
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i Residential

The only existing buildings on site are the pig pens in the southeast
corner. This is in the vitinity of the St. irma Lee Subdivision and the pig pens have
been the subject of numerous complaints to various public agencies due to the smaell.
There is, also, no buffer between the pig pens and that subdivision. NRRI will
terminate the lease with the operator of the pig pens, have them torn down, and will
construct the buffer area shown in the permit application including landscaping and
vegetating that area.- Because that area is anticipated to be Phase 4 of the
Topography C&D facility, and the anticipated life of the facility is 15 to 20 years, it
can be expected that a number of years will pass before there are operations in the
Phase 4 area, which will allow the vegetation to take hold in that buffer area.

The northern border for the site is Rafe Mayer Road. The facility’s
entrance is about 0.8 miles west of Highway 19. Highway 19 is a major traffic artery
in the area, leading to the Cites of Baker and Zachary. As discussed in Section !.D.
below, on alternative sites considered, Highway 19 was identified as major transport
route for solid waste bemg taken to disposel sites in various studies for the Plan,
attached hereto as Exhibit “A” (hersinafter, the “1987 Report”), developed for the
City/Parish which plan forms a component of EBR’s Horizon Plan. The wastewater,
Solid Waste, and Drainage Element, Comprehensive Lane Use and Development Plan
of the City/Parish’s Horizon Plan is attached hereto as Exhibit “B”. Recently, the
City/Parish upgraded Rafe Mayer Road to its highest standards. It is currently usad
for heavy truck traffic traveling between U.S. Highway 61 and Highway 18.

The Ronaldson Field C&D facility should have little to no impact
on the road improvements. First, there are no residences along the 0.8 miles of Rafe
Mayer Road betwesn the facility entrance and Highway 19. The various studies for
the City/Parish, discussed in detail in connection with the alternative sites analysis
below, emphasized the importance of having short, direct haul routes along major
traffic arteries between the areas of waste generation and the disposal site.
Ronaldson Field is between North Landfill and major waste gensration centers for EBR
Parish. The most direct access to the site is from Highway 19. Thus. nearly all trafﬁc
will not pass any reSIdences or entrances to residential areas.

There, further, should bs only minimal impact upon residences
along Rafe Mayer Road west of the facility’s entrance road. Ronaldson Field fronts
on tha Road for about 2700 feet. From the northeast corner to the entrance is sbout
1800 feet. As noted, there are no residences or residential areas on the north side of
the Road in that area. West of the entrance for the remaining approximately 900 feet,
there are only 5 residences on the Road. These are across the Road from the facility’s
buffer which, as noted, is well in excess of 250 feot wide at all points. There sre
three streets leading to residences on ths north side of the Road. However, the
facility’s entrance is about 700 fest from the nearest.of those streets.

7
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To the east of the site thers are no residences. Several years ago
this portion of Industrial Area No. 4 was annexed by the City of Baker for industrial
development,

To the south, the site is bordered by St. Irma Lee and the
remainder of Industrial Area No. 4. The selimination of the pig pens which now border
St. irma Lee was described above. Tha buffer between Phase 4 and that subdivision
will be at least 200 feet. in addition, the areas of the fargest portions of the C&D
landfill (Phase 1 & 2), and the other operations on the site, will be on the other side
of the wetlands, arsas of undisturbed trees and unnamed creek. Thus, most of the
facility operations will be separated from that subdivision by the more than 600 foot
width of that erea, in addition to the facility’s buffer. The remaining property to the
south is industrial.

To the west is industrial and that parking lot of a church. The
facility’s buffer in its northwest comer is 250 wide. South of this is a gas pipeline
servitude. Thus, the nearest area of operation on site, Phase 3, never borders the
church property. The site will be surrounded by a security fence. And, as noted, the
buffer zone will be landscaped and plantad with vegetation, which wili further reduce
impacts such as noise and belng able to see the facility.

The permit epplication also contains operational controls which will
reduce impacts on residences. There will be no operations on Sundays. Thus, there
will be no noise ar traffic to interfere with the church. The facility’s operating hours
will be from 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. Thus, there will be no noise or traffic at night.
And, the facility will have to operate in accordance with aif applicable faderal, state
and local laws and regulations.

There have bean some concerns raised about dust from traffic or
the facility's operations. Since the entrance is on.Rafe Mayer Road, which was
recently upgraded by the City/Parish, there is no place where dust should be genersted
glong there. in accordance with LDEQ’s regulations and industry practice for C&D
landfills, a dust suppression plan will be included in the facility’s operating plans. Still,
given the nature of the materials to be recovered or land filled on site, there will be
little opportunity for generating dust, and the extensive, landscaped buffer zones and
other areas which will not be used will significantly reduce any dust from the site.

There have also been concerns raised about odors from the site.
Wood waste and C&D material do not generate odors. In fact, one of the reasons
NRRI chose not to seek to construct a composting facility under this application is that
when researching the matter it discovered that composting fecilities do genarate odors
which may be offensive to nearby residents.
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A review of the facts shows that adverse impacts on the human
environment and residential iand use are minimal, and have been avoided or minimized
to the maximum extent possible. There may be a small increase in traffic along Rafe
Mayer Road west of the entrance. There are, howsver, few residences which would
be affected by that, and it is entirely fikely that any increase in traffic along that route
will be both insignificant and not noticeable. Visual impacts are avoided or minimized
by the extensive buffer zones, landscaping, vegetation planting, undeveloped areas
and the fact that land filling operations will commence in the existing borrow pit and
so initially be below the natural land surface. Thess, together with operational
controls, will also avoid or minimize impacts from noise Similarly, these, together with
the dust suppression plan, will avoid or minimized impacts from dust. And, there is
simply no reason to believe that odors will be generated due to the types of materials
which the facllity will recover or landfill.

Further, in conducting the cost/benefit analysis, LDEQ is required
to consider off-setting benefits by the facility. As noted, the pig pens will be
eliminated. In addition, the existing pits will be filled. At present they represent a
potential heath hazard to area children who might wish to swim in them, and are a
potential vector hazard. Further, although the site is kept locked by the land owner,
it is unattended and in a fairly isolated area accessible via roads that do not pass any
houses. Thus, the site; including the pits, represents a fairly unsecured area which
could be used for “midnight” dumping of hazardous wastes and other potentially
dangerous materials in or near the wetlands and unnamed stream. NRRI's operations
will eliminate these potential adverse impacts, eny one of which would have much
worse adverse impacts on residences in the vicinity of Roneldson Field.

iil. Commercial

NRR!'s facility will have no impact on commercial land use in the
area because there is no such use on the site or in its vicinity, other than the pig pens
noted above. Given the complaints about them, it appears that their elimination will
have a positive impact on the human environment,

fif, industrial

NRRI's facility and operations will have no adverse impact on
industrial land use. The site is in Industrial Area No, 4 created in the City/Parish’s Plan
of Government, zoned M-2 (Heavy Industrial}, within the boundaries of Northgate
Industrial Park, and under the Horizon Plan, adopted by the City Parish to control land
development through 2010, the area is for industrial development. There are two (2)
gas pipelines on the site. Neither will be disturbed by NRRI’s operations. Rather,

~ NRRI's presence will add security for these pipslines.
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In the adjoining areas of Industriai Area No. 4 are other industrial
activities. These include a pipe coating facility and a municipal recycling/transfer
stations operated by BFl. The material recovery and C&D landfill on Ronaldson Field
will have no adverse impact on such industrial uses, and is consistent with them. In
fact, the proximity of NRRI's operations to those of BFl may create greater awaraness
of recycling and materials recovery, and so promote efforts which benefit the
environment by reducing waste streams for disposal.

Discussed in greater detail below is the fact that the Louisiana
Department of Transportation & Development has promulgeted regulations to promote
the re-use and recycling of bridge and road building materials. However, since there
are no commercial C&D facilities in EBR Parish, contractors who wish to have access
to used concrate and other materials falling under the DOTD regulations must stock
pile such on their own property, or else forego participating the DOTD program.
NRRI‘s operations at Ronaldson Field will creats a central facility where such materials
are avallable.

iv. Institutional

The only institutional land use in the area is the church referred to
above. For the reasons noted, the materials recovery and C&D Igndfill will have only
minor adverse impacts, and even such impacts are off-set by other factors.

V. Recreational

There will be no adverse impacts on recreational land use on or
near the site since there are no public recreational sites near the site. Moreover, given
the area is In Industrial Area No, 4, zoned M-2 and under the Horizon Plan the area is
for industrial development, It is unlikely that there will be any recrsationasl land use in
the area. During the public hearing it was alleged that someone had promised the
local residents that the borrow pit would be turned inte a public fishing pond and set
aside for recreational use. NRRI has located no one who admits to making that
representation end no one as ever been identified as making it. Given the legal
restrictions on the property and the fact that the site is in private ownership, it is
doubtful that sny one with the authority to make such a representation made it.
Further, the land owners have advised NRRI of their attempts to market the property
for sale as its highest and best use, which is industrial.

The land to the north of Rafe Mayer Road east of the facility’s
entrance is undeveloped. Given the land development in the area, the highest and
best use for that area is probably commercial or industrial. NRRI's operations should
have no adverse impact on such a use, and may easily benefit it since materials
recovered may be used in the development of such uses.

10
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In addition, NRRI's facility will put back into commerce land
currently vacant which has been used in the past for an industrial use, a borrow pit.
NRRI will thus re-davelop a previously used site. Further, when NRRI's operations are
concliuded, a vegetated area will be created.

Thus, an examination of the facts show that all real and potential
adverse impacts upon the human environment and land use have been avoided or
minimized to the maximum extent possible. Further, in-a number of significant ways
NRRI's activities will sctually improve the human environment. By analyzing the
various relevant factors applicable to this |T Question, it is clear that the proposed

facility will avoid or minimize any real or potential adverse environmental effects to the

maximum extent possible. This answer supports granting the permit.

B. Doas a cost benefit analysls of the environmental impact costs balanced
against the social and economic benefits of the proposed facllity
demonstrate that the latter outweighs the forrner?

1. Yes. A thorough evaluation of site-specific benefits and sdverse impacts
demonstrates that the proposed facility offers benefits to the community far in excess
of any marginal environmental costs. East Baton Rouge Parish needs a regulated Type
Il Construction and Demolition Debris Landfill to accommodate the demand created
by increased construction and the City’s “Operation Takedown®. The City’s North
Landfill is currently exceeding its waste handling projections due to the volume of
C&D debris generated from local construction activity, There are currently no
permitted, commercially—operated Type Il C&D landfills in East Baton Rouge Parish.
This facility will be located in an area zoned for industrial use and will pose minimal,
if any, adverse impacts to the environment or the local public hezlth and waelfare. In
this case, the social and economic benefits far outweigh any environmental impact
costs.

2. Discussion

The need for safe, efficient and economic disposal of construction and
demolition debris in the Baton Rouge community is evident. The City-Parish Type |
and || “North Landfill" is currently exceeding its waste handling projections due to the
volume of C&D debris generated from local construction activities and “Operation
Takedown”., There are no other permitted, commercially-operated Type Il! C&D
landfills in East Baton Rouge Parish.

The site selection for any landfill is difficult and involves numerous
environmental, social and economic factors. A thorough consideration of site-specific
benefits and adverse impacts shows that the proposed facility offers benefits to the
community fer in excess of any environmental costs.

11
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There are no direct environmental monetary costs associated with this landfifl
and indirect environmental costs are few. The project entails the conversion of
existing low quality farm land {cow pasture and pig farm| and a recently excavated
borrow pit into a regulated construction .and demolition debris landfill. Potential
problems associated with loss of wetlands, destruction of wildlife habitat, noise, litter,

fires, odors and contamination of groundwater and surface waters have been avoided
or minimized to the greatest axtent possible.

al Potential non-monetary impacts:

ELEMENT IMPACT

Wildlife Habitat No impact no wildlife in area.
Native Vegetation No impact, only pasture land.
Water Quality Water quality in the receiving

stream will probably be
improved. Unregulated non-point
source runoff from grazing
operations will be eliminated.
Rainfall runoff from the site will
be sampled and tested in
accordance with the LDEQ
permit.

Air Quality Minimal effect. Periodic soil dust
emissions will be suppressed
using water spray. This is a
temporary issue that will not
exist upon capping of the landfill
and planting of the site with

vegetation.

Loss of Wetlands No impact, existing wetlands not
affectad.

Noise and Visual Minimal effect. Wide, landscaped

buffers and natural barriers
surround the site. Thesa are
temporary issues that will not
exist upon capping of the landfiil
and planting of the site with
vegetation.

12
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Flood Potential No impact.

b) The social and economic benefits of this project and this site, in
particular, include:

ELEMENT BENEFIT

Eliminates Public Eliminates unsupervised water-
filled borrow pit in an industrial
area of the parish that has the
adverse potential to attract
children.

Eliminates unsupervised water-
filled borrow pit in an industrial
area of the parish that has the
adverse potential to provide a
breeding area for mosquitos and
other vectors.

Eliminates unsupervised water-
filled borrow pit in an industrial
area of the parish that has the
adverse potential to attract illegal
hazardous waste dumping.

Regulated Waste Disposal Offers a safe, efficiant and
economic alternative for the
proper disposal of construction
and demolition debris due to
proximity of the ‘site to the
primary hau! route to the City-
Parish North Landfill and less
costly construction requirements
than the North Landfill.

Reserves space in costly City-
Parish North Landfilt for waste
that must be disposed of in more
stringent environment.

Reduces potential for
unregulated disposal of C&D
debris.
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Long-term Land Use After the landfill is capped and
planted with vegetation, this site
will be permanently out of

commerce for any future
commercial or industrial activity.

Land disposal of solid waste has been determined by previous City-Parish
studies {Cox-Walker report, 1982 Exhibit *C“, and Camp, Dresser & McKee, 1987},
attached hereto as Exhibit “A”, to be the most cost-effective and environmentally
sound means available for the Baton Rouge community to dispose of construction and
demolition debris. When the marginal environmental impacts of the proposed facility
are compared to its social and economic benefits, the benefits clearly outweigh the
environmental costs. None of the other sites considered for this facility or other
available msthods or technologies impose a lesser environmental cost nor greater
social benefit. Alternative methods or more remote sites demand a higher monetary
and societal cost due to increased energy consumption, land values and
transportation. ‘

C.  Are thera altemative projects which would offer more protection to the
environment without unduly curtalling non-environmental benefits?

1.  No. The proposed facility is located in an industrial use area of the parish
and in close proximity to the new North Landfill. Each of the alternatives previously
considered by the governmenta! authorities are less environmentally protective than
the proposed facility. Due to the minimal potential edverse environmental impacts
from this project and the public need for a regulated facility of this type, there are no
alternative projects which offer more protection to the environment than the proposed
Ronaldson Field Landfill.

2. Discussion.

To answer this question, NRR! conducted an extensive evaluation of
publicly available information. It relied heavily upon information in various public
documents prepared for the City/Parish to develop its Comprehensive Solid Waste Plan
and the Solid Waste Element of the Horizon Plan. The drafters of these documents
evalusted and considered possible alternatives to land fiiling, but concluded that the
most environmantally friendly method of dealing with solid waste, absent and in
addition to curtalling generation, was to construct landfills. In addition to considering
these documents end studies, NRRI! consulted directly with City/Parish officials
regarding operations of the City’s North Landfill and also with the drafters of the City's
Horizon Plan. ‘

14
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The conclusions of the drafters of these studies and plans listed limited
options for dealing with solid waste, including only land filling (the chosen alternative
project), incineration or “"Resource Recovery”, recycling and stock piling. For
numerous reasons, analysis of these possible -alternative projects leads to the
conclusion that construction of a C&D facility is the most environmentally friendly
alternative and the only practical alternative for disposing of this type of waste.
Moreover, NRRI's C&D facility is designed to provide services which the City/Parish
recognized a need for, but which it chose not to provide., The City/Parish itself has
created additional need for NRRI's C&D facifity through its very successful “Operation

Takedown” program. NRR! will fill the gap left in the solid waste plan for East Baton
Rouge Parigsh ("EBR").

Submitted herewith as Exhibit A is a copy of the Comprehensive Solid
Waste Plan for EBR dated August 1987 {hereinafter *1987 Report™). The drafters
concluded and recommended the development of material recovery programs in EBR.
See p. 1-3. However, the only two (2) solid waste management options considered
viable are disposal in a Iargo (300+ acre) sanitary landfill and "Resource Recovery”.
"Resource Recovery” is discussed in Section 5 of the 1987 Report. Unfortunately,
"Resource Recovery”, pursuant to the 1987 Report, is essentially “incineration.”

There are obvious probiems essociated with this form of "Resource
Recovery”, or incineration. First, municipal incinerator ash is classified by EPA as a
hazardous waste. City of Chicago v. Enotl. Defense.Fund, 511 U.S. 302, 114 S.Ct.
1588, 128 L.Ed. 2d 302 {1994). Hazardous waste also has to be disposed of and it
is quite costly to properly disposs of hazardous waste. More |mportantly, no option
that leads to the generation of hazardous waste from solid waste is in any way viable.
Generatmg hazardous waste rather then engaging in materials recovery at Ronaldson
Field will serve to increass rather than reduce environmental burdens.

Second, incineration causes the emission of various air pollutants.
Obviously, incineration would serve to increase substantially the level of air pollutants
entering the ambient air, and ganarally. incineration generates greater concern on the
part of surrounding populations. A perfect example is the Total Woodwaste, Inc.
woodwaste disposal facility, The City/Parish entered into a contract with Total
Woodwaste, Inc, for woodwaste disposal. Total woodwaste burns at Ieast soms of -
its waste stream at its two (2) facilities in East Baton Houge Parish on Pecue Road and
at the old Acme Brick property at U.S. Highway 61. During the public hearing on the
permit for these facilities, Mr. W. D. Cooper complamed about this. Transcnpt at.pp.
43-44, Although Total Woodwaste uses an "air curtain” to reduce emissions from the
incineration process, there ara still some emissions.

To avoid the problems associated with incineration, NRR! has proposed

handiing woodwaste for actusl materials recovery, to the axtent possible, combined
with land filling only that material which cannot be recovered for a useful purpose. |

15
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In conducting the determination of whether there was an alternative

project, NRRI also reviewed the "Final Report: Wastewater, Solid Waste and Drainage
Element” for the Horizon Plan, dated June 1991 (hereinafter "Final Report™). One
copy is attached hereto as Exhibit “B.” The Executive Summary in the Final Report

concludes, in part, recycling and regular and reliable collection are important needs.
The Executive Summary stated:

1. The need to recycle as much of the solid waste as possible,
The present method of solid waste disposal is placement in
a sanitary landfill. The cost of operating landfills in the face
of increasing environmental regulations makes it imperative
to reduce the volume of solid waste to a minimum,

6. The need for regular and refiable collection of other than
- garbage wastes. Different policies are in effact inside and
outside of city limits.

Neither of these alternatives have been implemented. Clearly, Ronaldson
Field will help achieve these two goals. First, materials recovery, as will ocour at
Rongldson Field, reduces the volume of woodwasts that must be land filled or
incinerated. !t is substentially to the advantage of NRRI to recover and sell as much
recoverable construction materials as possible. The potential 10 increass income is an
incentive to recover and reuse as much construction and demolition waste as possible,

Second, as the Final Report notes, there is no systematic collection
system for solid wastes other than garbage. Though NRRI will not provide its own
collection system, it will provide a means of collecting construction and demolition
debris in a single location close to the source of the generation of these materials.
Currently, there are no permitted, commercially-operated C&D facilities in East Baton
Rouge Parish, notwithstanding the enormous need for a location to recover as much
material as possible and to landfill the remainder, This need is heightened not only by
the upswing in construction in East Baton Rouge over the last several years, but also
by the successful “Operation Takedown” Program which is providing substantial
benefits to the community, ‘

The currently available alternatives for woodwaste only are (1) land filling
in the City's North Landfill and {2) incineration at Total Woodwaste. Neither of these
are viable aiternatives. The City’s North Landfill is needed for the disposal of solid
wastes of which thers is no hope of recovering materials. Moreover, the great costs
associated with permitting and constructing the North Landfill alone justify any and
all efforts, including construction of Ronaldson Field; to extend the life of the North
Landfill. Further, once the North Landfill is full end closed, this extremely expensive
process will start ell over agein. In regard to incineration, it is an alternative only for
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woodwaste and not for the remainder of construction and demolition debris. It simply
makes sense 1o construct Ronaldson Field, 1o recover as much construction and
demolition materials as possible and to landfill non-reusable matena!s in a location
other than the North Landﬂl d iterat: I i

The practice of disposing of C&D debris in the North Landfill not only
wastes scarce taxpayer dollars, but also reduces the life span of the landfill,
Construction of Ronaldson Field and diversion of construction and demolition debris
from disposal in the North Landfill to disposal at Ronaldson Field will extend the life
of the North Landfill and save considerable public, monetary resources. Also,
materials that are not presently disposed of in the North Landfill or partially incinerated
may be improperly or illegally disposed of at unpermitted and unregulated sites,
roadsides and fields. Historically, much construction and demolition debris has been
disposed illegally in the nearest unpermitted and unregulated sites, roadsides and
fislds. Construction at Ronaldson Field serves to provide an alternative to this form
of illegal disposal.

The Final Report {Exhibit B} discussed, as alternative projects, a recycling
center, land filling, incineration or working with a private company as a solution. See
fFinal Report at p. 78-78 and Table 9. Additionally, due to the promulgation of
regulations regarding the recycling of bridge and road building materials by the
Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development, contractors are forced to
either stockpile materials to eventually recycle some or are unable to participate in the
recycling effort. Working with a private company, such as NRRI, will solve the
problems associated with recovery of C&D debris and land filling of non-reusable
materials in an environmentally friendly and responsible manner.

The only viable alternative project and the most environmentally
protective one was identified in the Solid Waste Element of the Horizon Plan. The
identified viable alternative is to work with NRRI and to permit it to conduct
substantial materials racovery and responsible and environmentally protective land
filing of nan-reusable C&D debris. See Final Report (Exhibit B} at p. 78. In this way,
Objective 1 of the Final Report, “[tlo promate the afficient and environmentally sound
reuse and marketing of recoverable waste resources,” is achieved. All of the
alternatives identified are iess environmentally protective.
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D. Are there alternative sites which would offer more protection to the

anvironment than the proposed facility wtthout unduly curtailing non-
environmental benefits?

1. No. The proposed facility is located in an industrial area of the parish and
in close proximity to the new North Landfill. It also encompasses controls necessary
to minimize adverse environmental and social impacts. Due to the minimal potential
adverse environmental impacts from this project and:the public need for a regulated
facility of this type, there are no alternative sites that offer mora protection to the
environment than the proposed Ronaldson Field Landfill.

2. Discussion.

Many persons have made the erronsous allegation that NRRI failed to
consider alternative sites, see e.g., LEAN comments at p. 5. Actuelly, NRRI made
extensive efforts to identify alternative sites. NRRVs alternative sites analysis
consisted of three (3] elements. First, it was sided in this process by its consultents
and counsel who have extensive experience with solid waste and landfill issues in this
parish and surrounding ones, zoning, land use and the City's Plan of Government.
Second, a farge amount of publicly available information was relied upon by NRRI in
the site selection., Third, NRRI and its consultants considered and evaluated the
suitability of possible alternative sltas

One of the undersigned is a principal in the successor firm to
Chenevert-Soderberg Architects. Chenevert-Soderberg was one of the three principal
drafters of the Comprehansive Land Use and Development Plan for the City of Baton
Rouge/Parish of East Baton Rouge which includes the Wastewater, Solid Waste and
Drainage Element, attached' hereto as Exhibit “B". This is the detsiled report
underlying the Solid Waste provisions of the CttyIParlsh's Horizon Plan, which governs
land use and development through 2010.

NRRI’s counse! is the lew firm of Breazeale, Sachse and Wilson, L.L.P.
and Mr. William F. Ridlon, I, who was formerly empioyed by that firm. In 1988 that
firm was retained by the City/Parish in connection with obtaining the permit for the
North Landfill issued by LDEQ on January 9, 1992. That firm was subsequently
retained to represent the City/Parish in the case captioned "City of Baton Rouge vs.
Kaiser Aluminum & Chemical Corp.”, No. CA 92-0039-A, U.S. District Court, Middle
District of Louisiana, which was the proceeding concerning the City/Parish’s . -
expropriation of the North Landfill site. Mr. Ridlon was involved in both of those
projects and, was formerly an Assistant Attorney General, Louisiana Department of
Justice. While in that position, he served as Trial Attorney for the State in the suit
seaking the cleanup of the Petro Processors Superfund Site end the Department of
Justice’s intervention in the proceedings involving Rollins’ final hazardous waste
permit application. Further, Breazeale, Sachse and Wilson, L.L.P. represented the City
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of Shreveport in the proceedings involving its sanitary and industrial landfill permit.
Because of their prior expetience, these persons were quickly and efficiently able to
direct NRRI to public information to cull through the available data so that NRRI could
focus on appropriate areas and issues in selecting the best available site. Largely, the
inaccurate opposition comments reflact that they have not reviewed the public
information. NRR! does not have to reinvent the wheel. Rather, it can, and did, rely

upon the extensive, public information available which its opponents have either
overlooked or ignored.

In the early 1980’s, the Department of Natural Resources, Office of
Environmental Affairs, LDEQ's predecessor agency, funded studies for solid waste
plans for each parish. Attached hereto as Exhibit “C* is the "East Baton Rouge Parish
Solid Waste Plan, Phase Il - Study and Pian Development (Final Report)" dated August
1982, prepared for the City/Parish by Cox, Walker & Associates, inc. {hereinafter
"1882 Report”). It concluded that 1.8 sanitary landfills were needed to serve EBR
Parish in light of anticipated disposal rates and population growth. This projection used
EPA’s model. See the Report at pp. 14-15.

Although somewhat dated, the 1882 report contains some pertinent
information and conclusions. Exhibit "C" to the 1982 report identifies "Flocod Prone
Areas” in EBR Parish. A fairly large area outside such areas is a triangle formed by
Highways 19 and 61, and & line between Baker and Alsen, especially north and south
of Highway 423 (Thomas Road). Additionally such areas ara elong Highway 61 north
of Alsen, in the vicinity of what later became the North Landfill. This corresponds
with Exhibit 9 to the Permit Application which shows that nons of Ronaldson Field is
in the 100 year flood plain.

Exhibit "D” to the 1882 Report shows the direction of groundwater
movement in the "400 foot equifer”, which is the upper most freshwater aquifer. It
indicates that the groundwater in that aquifer is drawn south from the Baker and Alsen
areas towards the industrial area near the State Capital. The 1982 Report in its
Appendix | also contains a Geohydrologic Cross Saction for EBR Parish, The borings
indicate that the "400 foot aquifer” goes considerably deeper beneath. the surface
south of Alsen. This corresponds to Exhibit 22 in the Parmit Application. See the
Aquifer Recharge Potential map contained therein that shows that Ronaldson Field is
in @ Low Recharge Potential area whereas areas to the north of the site in EBR Parish
ond parishes to the north of it are Moderate and High Recharge Potential areas for
aquifers,

. The 1882 Report at p. 53 identified six (6) alternatives for the EBR Selid
Waste Plan. Eventually, the City/Parish followed Alternative No. 3, constructing a
new landfill to replace the Devil's Swamp Landfill. However, the North Landfill is
different from this project in three (3} ways pertinent herein. First, the North Landfill
is a "Regional Landfill,” and so potentially attracts solid wastes into the Parish, since
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there are no publicly owned sanitary landfills in surrounding parishes. Second, the
North Landfill is both a Type | (industrial non-hazardous) and Type |l
residential/commercial sofid waste landfill. Although it chooses to take only limited
amounts of Type | waste from local governmental agencies in EBR Parish, this
increases the volume of waste disposal, shortening its service life. Finally, EBR Parish
has initiated aggressive recycling and waste minimization programs. It has not,

howaever, identified any potential sites for a Type /Il C&D !andfill or taken any actions
to promots recycling of same. Page 61 of the 1982 Report noted:

It is difficult to site 8 new landfill due to environmental
considerations and frequent local opposition.

In connection with the North Landfill project, in 1987 the City/Parish
retained the consulting firm of Cemp Dresser & McKee ("CDM") to develop a
"Comprehensive Solid Waste Plan" ("1987 Report”), attached hereto as Exhibit “A.”

The 1987 Report studied two {2) types of solid waste management.
First, it concluded that a new sanitary fandfill was needed for EBR Parish and
gvaluated some 20 potentia! sites, including detailed evaluations of five {5) potential
sites. Second, it studied "Resource Recovery" (various forms of incineration to
generate steam and/or electricity, see 1987 Report-at Section 5), and evaluated 41
potential sites with detailed evaluations of six (6) potential sites.

The 1987 Report did not make a detailed investigation or analysis of
material recovery programs. However, at p. 1-3 it recommended:

6. Encouraging and promoting the development of recycling
and material recovery programs in the Parish.

In addition to the 61 sites on which information was provided, the 1987
Report identified certain general site zones remaining after the positive and negative
site screening criteria were applied. As to landfills, the report states at p. 7-25:

Four general site zones esmerge: one in the
northeastarn area off of Greenwald (sic) Springs -
Port Hudson Road; one in the northwest off of New
Scenic Highway; another in the central eastern parts
of the Parish adjacent to Choctaw: and the remaining
zone is in the southeastern part of the Parish near
LSy,
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As to Resource Recovery sites, the Report at p. 7-34 identified three
zones:

Northwest Area - Generally located along Scenic
Highway and the industrial corridor. -

Central East - Generally Idcatad along Choctaw Drive
within the City of Baton Rouge limits.

Southeast Area - Generally located along Nicholson
Drive, south of Louisiana State University.

The 1987 Report at p. 7-3 listed criteria for identifying potential sites and
provided detailed discussions of those criteria. One of the "Institutional” criteria is
zoning and land use. The "Engineering” criteria include drainage and flood plains,
accessibility (e.g., road networksl, and comparative costs (which includes
transportation costs). Applying thesa criteria efiminates all of the genera! zones except
for the Northwast Area along Scenic Highway.

The City/Parish has enacted zoning and land use ordinances which greatly
restrict ths potential available sites.

LDEQ has recognized that its role in industria! siting issues "is more
limited in scope” than that of local governments. While LDEQ will offer technical
assistance, "the dacision to zone and approve sites for industrial use still belongs to
local government”. See LDEQ Position Paper dated June 28, 1990 from Paul H.
Templet, LDEQ Secretary, attached hereto as Exhibit “D.”

The Louisiana Supreme Court reached the same conclusion in Palarmo
Land Co, v, Planning Comm’n of Calcesieu Parish, 581 So.2d 482 {La. 1890). The
Louisiana Supreme Court held that local governments cannot set stricter geological or
engineering standards than LDEQ for siting of sanitary landfills. However, other siting
factors are the appropriate subject of local land use planning.

The City/Parish has enacted comprehensive zoning ordinances and, also,
designated six {6) Ihdustrial Areas in its Plan of Government. Under the zoning
ordinances, landfills of any new type must be in areas zoned "M-2, Heavy Industrial”.
The only prohibited usa in M-2 zones is residential. Attached hereto as Exhibit “E” is
one copy of the zoning ordinance for M-2.
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It is extremely difficult to have property zoned M-2. When the North
Landfill was being developed, after the City/Parish and Kaiser had entered into an
agreement for the sale of the Land, Kaiser applied to the EBR Metropolitan Council to
have approximately 1/3 of the site re-zoned from Rural to M-2. The remainder was
already zoned M-2. Although bordered by such uses as the Grant Chemical facility
and Kaiser's Red Mud Lake No. 2 (a Type | surface impoundment} and identified as the
future North Landfill site, the Metropolitan Councit voted unanimously to deny the
zoning change. On 8 subsequent vote, the change to M-2 was approved only after
the Mayor-President became diractly invoived and gave his strong support.

in addition to the findings in the_above report, NRRI closely studied
property owned by Headon, Inc. before Ronaldson Field. This property contained an
existing pit as on Ronaldson Field. On March 24, 1995, Brian Development Company,
Inc., acting for NRRI, executed an Option to Purchase the Headon property. One copy
of the option agreement is attached hereto as Exhibit “F*. The Headon property is
located on the northwest corner of Old Scenic Highway and Groom Road. However,
it is zoned Rural, is not within one of the six (6) Industrial Areas, and is not identified
in the City/Parish’s Horizon Plan as an erea for industrial development. After several
mestings with the City/Parish, NRRI was informed it was highly unlikely that the
Headen property would be re-zoned to M-2, The facts, however, contrary to LEAN’s
erroneous allegations, show that NRRI seriously evaluated this site before evaluation
Ronaldson Field.

On April 21, 1595, Mr. Michael B, Songy of CSRS wrote DPW
concerning 2 C&D landfill at the Headon property. One copy of the letter is attached
hereto as Exhibit *G.” Maeetings occurred to discuss the issues during which NRRI
was provided with answers prepared by Mr. Jack Ensminger, Environmental
Coordinator for tha City/Parish’s Department of Public Works. One copy is attached

. hereto as Exhibit “H.” It states, jnrsr alia:

6. Speclal zomng requirements must be met for either
& earth mining operations or a landfill operation.

Since a geotschnical investigation and an environmental site assessment
of the Headon property had been made which revealed no insurmountable problems,
the record shows that NRRI considered, but did not further pursue, permitting the
Headon property because it wes not zoned M-2, and it was highly unlikely to be
re-zoned.

Overlaying the M-2 zoning with fiood prone areas {see Exhibit “D” to the
1982 Report, attached herawith as Exhibit “C,” basically eliminates for consideration
most areas outside the northwest area along nghway 61 from consideration. The
M-2 zoned areas in the other areas are either in, or immediately adjacent to, flood
prone.areas. Certain geographlc tactors tremendously limit the availability of suitable
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sites. These include the presence of the Mississippi River along EBR Parish’s western
boundary; the Amite River along the east; the Comite River which transects the
northern and eastern portions.of the Parish; the proposed Comite Diversion Channel
slightly north of the City of Baker and the North Landfill and the low lying areas in the

"southern half of the Parish.

However, the 1987 Report at Figure 7-16 identified five (5) potentially
suitable "Resource Recovery” sites in the immediste area of the intersection of
Highway 19 and Thomas Road, one of which appears to be Ronaldson Field.

Figure 7-18 also identified & potential cluster of sites on Highway 30
(Nichotson Drive} in the south central part of EBR Parish. However, the 1987 Report
and the Horizon Plan adopted in 1992 eliminated that area from consideration. The
1987 Report at p. 7-7 states that the "ideal location” for a landfill “is near the waste
generation centroid”. The Report anslyzed EBR Parish by dividing it into six {6)
planning districts and reviewing them in terms of waste genaration and transportation
networks. Based on this, the six {6) waste generation centroids were identified. They
are shown on Figure 7-14,

The 1987 Report further stated that “urbanized areas are unacceptable
sites for potential landfills”. See p. 7-8. It stated that locating near refuse generation
centroid reduces haul distance. ]Jd, It stated that "[elccess to the site from major
highway systems should be short and direct”. See p. 7-10. And, to the extent
possible, the racovery site shouid be in the line between the centrold of refuse
generation and the disposed site. See p. 7-8.

The cluster of potential sites in tha south central part of EBR Parish does
not meet these criteria. Howaver; Ronaldson Field has access to Highway 19 via Rafe
Mayer Road whir:h was racandy upgraded to-the hlghest standards far pansh roads

19, And. Ronaldson Fleld is naxt 0 tha waste ganaratlon cantroud for the northwest
area of the parish and is between the North Landfill ‘and the other waste generation
centroids along a major transport artery (Highway 19) .easily accessible from the major
transport routes to the North Landfill.

Figure 4-2 shows the population centroids for the six (6} planning areas.
They are essentially the same as the waste generation centroids. Table 4-5 at p. 4-5
shows the anticipatad population growth. For EBR Parish as a whole, over 8 30%
populstion increase is expected, with almost all of the growth in the northeast,
southeast and south parts of the Parish.

To ths extent possible, however, landfills should not be located in the

path of planned developmant and population growth, as it would tend to limit the
highest and best use of such land. Still, a C&D landfill must be conveniently located
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and accessible to such development and growth so that materials recovery is

promoted. Again, the analysis leads to the conclusion that the area in the vicinity of
Ronaldson Field is the ideal area.

The 1987 Report’s conclusions and recommendations were reviewed by
the drafters of, and essentially adopted in the Final Report, Wastewater, Solid Waste,
and Drainage Element for the Horizon Plan, dated June 1991, attached hereto as
Exhibit “B.”

The Horizon Plan was adopted by Resolution 31988 on January 7, 1892
by the Metropolitan Council. It became effective April 1, 1992. Attached hereto as
Exhibit *1” is a copy of 8 map showing the existing and anticipated land use under the
Horizon Plan and anticipated population growth centers. industrial land use areas are
marked in pink.

Under the Horizon Plan, any industrial use outside these ereas requires
extensive review and approvals from various agencies in the City/Parish Governmant
since it is not consistent with the Horizon Plan. This is in addition to M-2 zoning.
Overlaying all factors discussed above leaves only the area near Ronaldson Field as
a potential site.

However, not even all of the industrial area near Ronaldson Field is
available. LDEQ regulations prohibit landfills within 10,000 feet of the Baton Rouge
Metropolitan Airport. See the 1987 Report at p 7-23 and Figure 7-3. Ronaldson Fisld
is beyond that distance.

Further, there is consideration of the Industrial Areas astablished by the

Plan of Government for the City/Parish. Attached herato as Exhibit “J” is Chapter 1

of the Plan of Government which defines industrial Use Areas. Attached hareto as
Exhibit “K” is a map of the six (6) Industrial Areas. Ronaldson Field is in Industrial Use
Area No. 4, which was created over 30 years ago.

It is untawful for any building_in an Industrial Area to be used in whole
or in part for residential purposes. Instead, such areas are te be "predominanty used”
for industrial purposes.

NRRI, however, also considered several other sites before Ronaldson
Field. Attached hereto es Exhibit “L” is a map showing the general location of the five
(5) tracts NRRI went so far as to inquire about the purchase of. Inquiries were first
made of the owners of the Munson, Watts and Dslotman properties in the summer of
1995 in sddition to the Headon property. Ses Exhibits “M” and “N*, submitted
herewith,
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These properties were considered because they ara in the immediate
vicinity of the North Landfill. The owners of the Watts and Delotman properties
indicated no interest in selling. Valuable mineral interests exist on these properties.
A landfilt operation would restrict future drilling. For example, when the City/Parish
expropriated the North Landfill site, in its pleadings, it specifically reserved to Kaiser
the mineral interests in perpetuity. Similarly, when the City/Parish purchased the
property for the North Landfill entrance road, the public records show it reserved the
mineral interests to the sellers in perpetuity. However, because NRRI is a private
entity, it cannot reserve to sellers mineral interests in perpetuity. Rather, the Louisiana

Mineral Code sets a 10 year prescriptive period. If, during that time the mineral
interests are not developed, they becoma the property of the surface landowner.

Several problems were found with the Munson property. First, it is in the
path of the proposed Comite Diversion Channel. Second, West Irene Road is a
substandard road which is not suited for heavy truck traffic. Kaiser made this point
several times in documents filed with the federal court in the North Landfill
expropriation case. |nter gjin, the right-of-way for West Irene Road is only 40 feet,
rather than 60 feet as needed for heavy traffic. o

Moreover, it was also apparent that the Louisiana & Arkansas Railway
Company would object to any landfill iocated on West Irene Road. Attached hereto -
as Exhibit “O" is one copy of the Railroad’s comments on the North Lendfill permit.
West Irene Road crosses a railcar storage yard and switching operation. This would
result in a substantial safety hazard when switching operations blocked traffic turning
off Highway 61.

In the North Landfill permit, LDEQ put a Special Condition in the permit
issued January 9, 1992 to address the Railroad’s objections. As a rasult, the
City/Parish purchased nearly 30 acres so that an entrance could be built some 1500
feet south of the southern end of the railcar storage yard, or over 2500 feet south of
West Ireane Road.

Since the entrance road to the North Landfill does not connect to any
public road connecting to West Irene Road, it was apparent that no sute along that
road has access to Highway 61.

NRRI also considered the Old Acme Brick property. It is located in the
“industrial corridor” on the west side of Highway 61 immediately north of its
intersection with Old Scenic Highway {Highway 964). However, it is located in a 100.
vear flood plsin and is the site of a Type 1l woodwaste facility operated by Total
Waodwaste, inc.
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Prior to submitting its permit application, NRRI elso considered and
rejectad additional sites south of the Delotman property on Highway 61. The geology
of such sites is suspect. In connection with the North Lendfill permit application, Mr.
Bradford C. Hanson of the Louisiana Geological Survey submitted an analysis of the
North Landfill site showing an abrupt change in the geology for the southern 1/3 of
the site. Although the northern two-thirds is suitable for construction of a landfill, the
southemn 1/3 is laced of sand stringers and lenses, sifty soils and similar features. Mr.
Hanson also reviewed the gaology of the Rollins site and showed the existence of a
large sand channel through it and submitted an exhibit into the record of the Rollins’
permit proceedings before LDEQ showing his findings. Moreover, that area is in the
vicinity of the Scenic Highway portion of the Petro Processors Superfund Site.

LDEQ’s Inactive and Abandoned Sites Division records and the records
of the suit in the U. S. District Court for the Middle District of Louisiana Involving
Petro Processers contain many, detailed analyses of the complex soil and groundwater
conditions in the vicinity of the Petro Processors Superfund Site. Even a cursory
review of these public records shows that the area is not suited for construction of &
landfill, without even considering issues such as access, flood plains, zoning or the
Horizon Plan.

As noted above, NRR! then evaluated the Headon property and executed
an Option to Purchase the same. An Environmental Site- Assessment Report was
prepared. Aftached hereto as Exhibits “P” and “Q” are the April 28, 1995 letter from
Engineering Associates, Inc. and the report. A detailed geotechnical investigation was
performed before NRRI’s meetings with City/Parish representatives revealed that the
lack of M-2 zoning and mconsnstencv with the Horizon Plan prevented developing it
as a C&D {andfill,

The geotechnical investigation, inciuded in the Permit Application,
however, gives NRRI the information to rebut the many erroneous comments made
during the public hearing about the existence of some aquifer or underground spring
at Ronaldson Field. Several persons, including Fiorence Robinson, Ph.D., Biology,
claimed such existed. As proof, they claimed that the Headon property (a/k/a the
Rollins’ pit property} also was a borrow pit location, but was "dry”. See Transcript
at pp. 21 and 39. NRRI is very familiar with both properties. Attached hereto as
Exhibit “R” are photographs of the Headon property taken befora and after the public
hearing. Like Ronaldson Figld, the pit on the Headon property has retained water.
Unlike Ronaldson Field, the dredge used to excavate the borrow material was left in
the pit. In short, the comments made at the public hearing, and the LEAN comments,
have no basis in fact.

26




LDEQ-EDMS Document 36673821, Page 184 of 434

LDEQ-EDMS Document $495967, Page 28 of 41

Y

® 4

The ebove discussion is not meant to imply that NRR! did not consider
a possible out-of-parish sites. Howevaer, a combination ot tactors, including the
additional cost of transporting C&D debris an extended distance, made it infeasible to
chooss a site out of the parish.

The 1987 Report and the 1991 Final Report for the Horizon Plan note the
effect of haul distances on disposal costs. Disposal cost is the tipping fee plus the
cost of hauling to the disposa! site {usually calculated as an average cost per mile).
For the reasons explainad above, and as documented in the 1987 Report and 1991
Final Report, the best site for a C&D landfill that will divert materiais that can be
racovered from the North Landfill is a site nsar the North Landfill; between it and the
waste generation centroids; between it and population growth centroids, but not in
development paths, and located on or near major transportation arteries. No
out-of-parish site can satisfy such criteria. Facilities located at any greater distance
from the centroid of waste generation require expenditures for transport which exceed
the bensfit recsived.

in the public hearing, a student attornay representing LEAN noted that
NRRI's solid waste permit application indicates an “unlimited service area®. Transcript
at p. 56. That student attorney correctly noted that means NRRI may accept waste
from other parishes or out of state. In fact, NRRI is required by law to accept
Topography C&D debris which is in interstate commerce.

In 1978 the United States Supreme Court held that State laws barring the
interstate transport of solid wasta for disposal violated the U. S. Constitution and were
illegal. gwﬂmgmw 437 U.S. 617, 98 S.Ct. 2531, 57 L.Ed.
2d 475 (1978). In 1992 the U. S. Supreme Court held that laws barring the transport
of solid waste mto a county for disposal v:olated tha U S Consututlon and were
illegal. Fc B : an De 8l Re B
U.S. 353, 112 8. Ct 2019 119 L.Ed. 2d 139 (1992) And tha U. 8. Dlstﬂct Court
for the Middle District of Louisiana and the U. S. Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals held
that Louisiana laws barring the importetion of solid wastas from foreign countries
violated the U. S. Constitution and were illegal. ical Waste Ma t
y. Templet, 770 F.Supp. 1142 (M.D. La. 1981), pff'd, 967 F.2d 1058, cort, den,, 506
U.S. 1080, 113 S.Ct. 1048, 122 L.Ed. 2d 357 (1983). NRRI's attorney spoke at the
public hearing and sald we would meet with people and answer their questions.
Transcript at-p. 4. That certainly includsd the student attorney representing LEAN.

NRRI does not necassarily seek materials from outside EBR. Howaever,
its appfication only reflects settied fedaral law. There is no need to put an iiiegal
provision on the geographic source of waste in the permit. However, the costs of
heuling and placement of the site between the North Landfill and sources of waste
generation in EBR restrict the sources to this Parish.
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After reviewing the various information and potential alternative sites
referred to above, as noted, NRRI first attempted developing the Headon property.
However, the lack of M-2 zoning and inconsistency with the Horizon Plan barred that
site. In June 1995, NRR! met with representatives of the City of Baker to discuss its
annexing of the Headon property (the City of Baker, had previously annexed the
eastern portion of industrial Area No. 4. Ronaldson Fieid's eastern bordar is on Baker's
City limits.) Such would eliminate these legal obstacles. The officials were unwilling
to pursue further annexation. ' ‘

Still, NRRI's experience with the Headon property convinced it that the
best site would be one near the North Landfill, betwesn it and waste generation
centroids and growth paths, accessible to major roeds and highways, geotechnically
suitable, unburdened by zoning and Horizon Plan restrictions, and the site of an
existing borrow pit which could be re-developed would be valuable.

During the public hearing, a student attorney for LEAN asserted that NRRI
failed to consider alternative sites. Transcript at p. 55. This is clearly erroneous.
NRRI refied upon the extsnsive public information available to guide and focus its site
gelection process. That information developed in LDEQ proceedings and by the
City/Parish in the development of its Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan
and its Horizon Plan increasingly focussed NRRI on Ronaldson Field.

Simply put, the: objection that NRRI failed to adequatsly consider
alternative sites or somehow selected it for some improper reason has no basis in fact.
NRRI selected Ronaldson Field as part of a systematic search of readily available public
information to address a demonstrated need. Solid Waste Management issues in EBR
have been extsnsively studied for over a decade by LDEQ and the City/Parish. NRRI
relied on this information. The various restraints revealed in the public information
increasingly narrowed the potential sites. Ronaldson Field was not the first site whose
owners NRRI contacted but was decided on by a systematic process of elimination.
It was not the first site on which a geotechnical investigation was conducted.
Ronaldson Field is, howaver, the best site identified from every reasonable standpoint.
Finally, after consideration of ad available reports, consultation with its engineering
and legal representatives, an Option to Purchase Ronaldson Field was executed on
August 10, 1995. A copy is attached as Exhibit *S”.

The opposition comments are inaccurate and indicate a fack of familiarity
with this readily available public information. NRR! has always been ready to meet

with anyone and answer questions. None of the opponents have ever accepted that
offer.
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E. Are there mitigating measures which would offer more protection
to the environment than the facility as proposed without unduly
curtalling nonenvironmental benefits?

1. No. The proposed facility is located in an industrial use area of the
parish and in close proximity to the new North Landfill. It also encompasses alements,
such as buffers and internal runoff controls necessary to minimize edverse
environmentat and social impacts. Due to the minimal adverse environmental impacts
from this prolact and the public need for a ragulated facility of this type, necessary
mitigation is minimal. Nonetheless, NRRI has identified plans to implement the
followmg mitigation measures.

2. Discussion.

NRRI identified two migitation measures which it will implement
effectively ensuring additiona! and substantial protection of the environment. First,
NRRI belisves that an appropriate container for temporary storage of unacceptable
waste culled from C&D debris should be included at the facility. The container was
previously the subject of discussion between NRRI and LDEQ, each of which
previously believed that the container would not be necessary. However, upon further
eveluation, NRRI agrees the better alternative is to include a container and will acquire
and use an appropriate container for this purpose. Thls mitigation measure is fully
protectiva.

Second, based upon further evaluation, NRRI chose and intends
to enhance the buffer bayond DEQ's requirements by planting trees and bushes along
the security fence and the border of the nearby wetlands. This additional vegetation
will serve the purpose of reducing the visibility of the facility and increasing absorption
rates of runoff in the buffer zone.

NRRI properly incorporated the regulatory raquiremsnts regarding surface
hydrology. LAC 33:VIi.719 C.3. (Facility Surface Hydrology) states:

C.3. Surface runoff diversion lavees, canels or devices shall be installed
to prevent drainage from-units which have not received final cover
to adjoining areas during 24-hourl?.5-vear event.

-Unlike Type | & |I facilities which must contain runoff until post-closure is
completed, Type ill facilities need only control runoff onte adjoining property until
cover is completed. All runoff from 24-hour/25-year storm that comes in direct
contact with wasts in open units will be contained within the respective disposal csll.
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Utilizing the "small cell method” of disposal, only one ¥%-acre cell will be opened
at a time while being filed with debris. The 24-hour/25-year storm event is equivalent
to 9.6 inches of rainfall. Based on the ¥%-acre cell and assuming zero infiltration, this
event will produce 8,700 cubic feet of rainfall runaff. Rainfall collected in the open
cell will ultimately be discharged through the permit outfall. All surface flow from
other areas other than the open cell will be diverted away from the open cell.

Runoff from other undisturbed areas and from closed celis will be diverted into
on-site drainage ditches to avert overflow onto adjoining properties. Runoff from the
site {an existing cow pasture} naturally flows into the adjacent receiving stream,
Although channelized, future runoff will discharge through the permitted outfall snd
not onto adjacent properties.

Since rainfall event and intensity are sporadic and unpredictable, the average
daily rainfall was used to compute an average daily discharge for permit purposes.
The basis for the determination of wastewater contaminant loading is on mass loading
over the long term and not infrequent short-term loading. Note that the occurrence
of peak rainfall as well ss extended dry periods is accounted for in the long term
average annual rainfell amounts.

A Type Il landfill accepts no liquid waste, nor does it in any way create &
continuous stream of wastewater. The only discharge will resutt from rainfall runoff.

Daespite no stated or impled requirement for treatment of water fromn a Type lIl -
landfill in the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality Solid Waste Regulations,
all water pumped from open cells shall be sampled and tested in accordance with the
water discharge permit.

Ill. Responses to Public Comments

The following is a8 summary of comments received during the public hearing and
written comment period regarding the Ronaldson Field Landfill. The comments and
responses are grouped into general categories of soils, operations, water discharge
permit, traffic, wetlands, need for facility, regulatory, impects to community, and
zoning. Comments not specifically addressed in this section are addressed elsawhere

in this submittal,

COMMENT RESPONSE

1. SOILS

No. and Depth of Borings Six borings waere drilled to effective depths of 40 to

45 feet below the.natura! ground surface. Natural
ground surface at the site ranges from approximate
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Depth of Existing Hole

Permeability

2. OPERATIONS

Bird_s

Noise

Odor

elevations 65 to 70. The bottom of the proposed
landfill cells is elevation 35.0 feet. Placement and
dept of the borings were accomplished with the
concurrence of LDEQ Solid Waste Division staff.
Groundwater was not encountered in any of the

borings at depths of less than 40 to 45 fest, several
feat below the proposed bottom of the landfili cells.

The bottom of the existing hole is at approximate
elevation 28.0. The bottom of the existing pit will be
filled up to elevation 35.0 with a re-compacted clay
liner prior to placement of any waste.

Soils were found to be consistent both
horizontally and vertically, and noted to
consist of low permeability clay in all six
borings. The permsability of these soils
exceeds regulatory standards.

The landfill will not be an attraction to birds. This
Type Il landfill will accept only construction
demofition debris which does not provide a food
source to birds or other animals. No food wastes or
other putrecible waste will be allowed.

Noise from landfill equipment operation will be
coincident with the noise generated by
existing heavy traffic and industrial activity in
this area. Landfill noise will, howaver, be
minimized by wide buffers and landscaping.
In addition, the landfill will have specific
operating hours with no night or Sunday
operation.

This Type Ul fandfill will accept only construction

demolition debris; no putrecible waste will be
allowed.
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Fire

Dust

Mathane Gas

Container

Permit Limits

Discharge Point

Rainfall Runoff

Ditch Sizing

4

The waste deposited in this type of landfill will not
be an attraction to snakes or other wildlife. The
existing watland south of the landfill is home to
various species of wildlife and amphibian life. This
wetland will not be altered by this project.

The bulk of the debris accepted in this landfill is not
combustible. In addition, placement of 12 inches of
soil cover every 30 days forms another protaection
against combustion.

Dust minimization and suppression, typically by
water spraying, will be an ongoing component of the
normal operations of this facility.

Methane gas in landfills is produced by the anaerobic
decomposition of biodegradable wastes {e.g., food
waste, sewage sludge, etc.). No waste of this
nature will be accepted in this landfill,

Minor quantities of materials, such as, paint cans,
housshold pesticide containers, etc. will be retrieved
from a truck and placed in & closed on-site container
for proper disposal elsewhere.

The characteristics of the water discharge effluent
were astablished based on comparison with other
existing C&D landfills and in concurrence with the
LDEQ staff.

The discharge point from the landfill site is fixed.
Discharges from individual cells into internal ditches
will vary depanding on the location of the open call.
This on-site discharge will be conveyed through the
interior drainage system to the permitted outfall.

Addressed in Section Il.
Internal ditch sizing will accommodate

projected waste water flows and prevent any
overflow onto adjacent properties.
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Water Quality in Pit

Water Quality of
Recelving Stream
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Water in the pit will be sampled, tested and
discharged, in full complience with the LDEQ water
discharge permit.

The LDEQ establishes limits for concentration
of certain constituents based on the
assimilation cepacity and water quality of the
receiving stream and which are compatible
with downstream water basin activities.

3.  TRAFFIC AND ROAD CONDITION

4. WETLANDS

5. FACILITY NEED

This road was recently reconstructed to handle
heavy truck loadings due to the current and
projected traffic. The landfili s situated on a primary
route for heavy industrial traffic between LA
Highway 19 and US Highway 61. The location of
the entrance to the landfill on Rafe Mayer Road is
such that hauling to tha landfill from the predominate
source of activity {i.e., most of East Baton Rouge
Parigh and via i-110 and LA 1() does not require a
truck to pass a single residence on Rafe Mayer Road.

Only a portion of the site is a wetland. The
wetland aree -on the property has been
officially determined by the US Army Corps of
Engineers. This area will not be sltered by the
constniction and operation of the landfill, A
copy of the Corps: determination letter is
included in that permit application.

The neéd for a facllity of this type is documented in
the Wastewater, Solid Waste and Drainage Element
of the East Baton Rouge Parish Comprehensive Solid
Waste Plan. There ere currently no permitted,
commercially-operated Type Il C&D landfills in East
Baton Rouge Parish. The proposed facility has been
reviewed by the Louisiana Resource Recovery and
Development Authority (LRRDA) and found to not
conflict with any plans or proposed solid waste
facilities.
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Service Area

6. REGULATORY

LDEQ Inspection

No. Regulatad
Hazardous Waste

Video

7. IMPACTS

Church/Church Playground

Cancer Alley

Property Values

The service area cannot be legally restricted. The
service area of this facility Is and will be a function
of the sconomics of hauling and tipping fees at other
regulated landfills,

LDEQ performs periodic inspection of thess facilities
and operations not in conformance with provisions of
its permit are subject to penaity.

This facility does not accept hazardous
wastes. Each truck will be inspected upon
arrival and rejected if containing hazardous
materials.

Conditions as depicted in the video shown at
the public hearing are not representative of a
regulated Type LIl C&D landfill.

The adjoining property to the west includes a small
church that was recently relocated to this site. A
200-buffer is next to the church with a 50-foot
buffer adjacent to the undeveloped land south of the
church. The landfill has specific hours of aoperation,
none of which should conflict with regular church
services.

Any mention of *Cancer Alley” in reference to south
Louisiana in_general, and to this site in particular, is
wholly without basis. According to a 1991 report by
the Epidemiology Section of the Loulsiana State
University Medice! Center, the incidence rate for all
cancers combined in South Louisiana are either the
same as or lower than national rates.

Property values rise and fall due to a variety of
reasons including changes in adjacent land use.
However, since the landfill is proposed for an
industrially zoned area of the parish, the effects on
adjecent.residentia! tracts couid hardly be diminished
more than current value.
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C Benefits to Alsen Somae of the benefits to the development of this site
. as a reguiated landfiil:
Elimination of public safety hazard
Preservation of wetland area
Elimination of potential site for illegal
dumping
Elimination of untreated non-point source
runoff from cow pasture and pig farm
Elimination of mosquito breeding area

Population Density Population density for the preparation of the
permit application was based on census data
from the City of Baker, Louisiana. The
corporate ‘limit of Baker is immediately
adjacent to the property. Since the industrial
zone by law cannot contsin any residential
development, Baker is the closest incorporated
area to the landfill with a residential
population,

Recharge Area The landfill is located in an area defined as having a
low potential for' groundwater recharge. By
comparison, the North Landfill aree is classified ss

C. having a moderate recharge potential.

B. ZONING The zoning for the property is M-2 {Industrial Use) es
well ‘as the property being located in City-Parish
Industrial Area No. 4. This is one of the six (8)
industrial zones defined by East Baton Rouge Parish
as araas established predominately for industrial use.
The establishment of thess zones contain specific
janguage that make it unlawful to construct or alter
any building for use in whole or part for residential
purpose.

IV.  Conelusion

In conclusion, we submit to LADEQ that the application for the Ronaldson Field
Landfill fully supports the issuance of a Type lll Construction & Demolition Debris Solid
Waste Permit to Natural Resources Recovery, inc. The permit application slong with
all supporting data meets all constitutional, statutory and regulatory requirements, and
was prepared in accordance with accepted engineering practice sound financial
judgment. This comprehensive document, including responses to public comments,
clearly demonstrates that the proposed facility has ‘bean:
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(”\ 1. Selected on an objective basis, from a number of elternative sites and
. projects based on the insight and knowledpge of our consultants, available public
information, and site-specific analysis; and

2. Designated to avoid to the greatest extent possible ali adverse impacts
to the natural and humen environment, Further, the social and economic benefits
provided by the proposed pro;ect are substanhally greater than the margtnal
environmental costs.
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APPENDIX “A”

SUMMARY

The comments herein summarize the text of |, {A)(2):

A. Have the potential and real adverse environmental effects of
the proposed facility been avoided to the maximum extent

possible?
ELEMENT

Natural Environment

Typography

Vegetation

Geology

IMPACT

The topography of the site is extremely
satisfactory for this facility. - The area
encompassed by the landfill contains an
existing borrow pit and well-drained .
pasture land. This property is all above the
100-year floodplain.

A by-product of the re-development of this
site will be the elimination of cattle graezing
on this land and the elimination of a hog
pen operation. Although this site has not
been not laboratory tested, runoff across
cattle grazing lands will typically produce
non-point sources of pollution of higher
than normal levels of Biochemical Oxygen
Demand {BOD), and Fecal Coliform (FC)
from transport of manure into adjacent
watarways.

Vegstation is sparse on the site designated
for the landfill. Most treed areas of the
property containing the landfill will not be
disturbed. 3 :

Soils on the site are compatible for

containing waste from this type of landfill.
Permeability rates are low.

1l
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(a Faults

Aquifers

Subsidence

Wildlife Habitat

Wetlands

There are no geologic faults within the
project site.

The depth of the bottom of the landfill is in
excess of five feet from any known
aquifer. In addition to the natural ground
areas, the bottom of the existing borrow
pit will be sealed with a 5-foot thick layer
of re-compacted clay to avert any
inadvertent connection to groundwater.

There are no known areas of ground
subsidence within the project site.

Wildlife habitat on the portion of the
property that will contain the landfill is
essentially non-existent at present. The
landfili portion of the site is a recently
constructed borrow pit, a pig farm and a
cow pasture. The remaining portion of the
property comprising a wetlands and an
upland treed area will not be incorporated
into the landfill.

An onsite determination of the extent of
the wetlands on this property has been
made by the US Army Corps of Engineers;
this project will avoid any Intrusion into the
wetlands.

Human Environmept and Land Use

Residential

Although there may be minimal impact to
nearby residents, the siting of the landfill
on the property has been carefully
considered to buffer existing adjacent
residences from noise, dust and visual
distress. Other industrial uses saliowed in
the existing industrial zones could have a
far greater adverse impact on existing
residences.
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Commercial

Industrial
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There are several residences on the

" adjoining property south of the property

that will contain one phase of the landfill.
Residences on the south property will be

- saparated from the landfill by at the south

property will be separated from the landfill
by at least 200-foot buffer and in some
places by a 600-foot wide strip of land
that contains the wetland and upland treed
area.

The adjoining property to the weast include
open land and a small church that was
recently re-located to this sits.. A 200-foot
buffer is next to the church with a 50-foot
buffer adjacent to the undeveloped land.

The site is bordered on the north by Rafe
Meyer Road. -Properties on the north side
of the road are undeveloped for
approximately 1800 feet of the site
frontage. The remaining 800 feet of
frontage contains five houses. Again a
200-foot buffer will be existing batween
the landfill and Rafe Mayer Road along the
portion of the property where the houses
are located. {The distance from the landfill
to the houses will be approximately 300
feat with the inclusion of road right-of-way
and onsite improvements.}.

Current regulations require only a 60-foot
buffer thus the proposed buffer will exceed
existing requirements by 4-times.

There are no commercial development
adjoining the site.

The property is totally within one of the six

industrial zones defined by East Baton
Rouge Parish as areas established

3
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Institutional

Recreational

Undaveloped Land

predominately for industrial use. The
establishment of these zones contain
specific language that make it unlawful to

construct or alter any building for use in
whotle or part for residential purposae.

The area contains other industrial activities
including a pipe coating facility and a
municipal recycling center.

Besides the church on the adjacent west
property, no other institutional facility are
near the site. Since the operation will be
closed on Sunday there will be no
disturbance of Sunday services. -

No public recreational areas are near the
site.

Land to the north, along approximatély

1800 feet of frontage, is undeveloped as is
the land east of the site. htis all zoned for

industrial use.
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P Executive Summary

. An Economic Analysis of the Impact of the Operation and Expansion of
A Type II Construction and Demolition Debris/Wood Waste

Landfill and Resource Recovery and Recycling Facility in East Baton Rouge Parish

James A. Richardson
Alumni Professor of Economics
Louisiana State University

¢ Natural Resources Recovery, Inc. (NRRI) seeks to renew its LDEQ permit to continue to
operate a Type III Construction and Demolition DebrissfWood Waste Landfill and
Resource Recovery and Recycling Facility; additionally, NRRI seeks to modify its permit
to allow receipt of materials from beyond East Baton Rouge Parish and to increase the
capacity of the Type III C&D facility.

* NRRI revenues reached over $7.0 million with 35 employees and payroll of $1.6 million
or an average of $45,000 per year.

¢ NRRI projects to expand the capacity of the Type Il C&D facility with construction
expenditures of $1 million initiated in 2008. Expanded capacity will allow facility to
remain open for 6 to 8 additional years with extension of employment and payroll.

s Annual Impact on Baton Rouge economy of operation of C&D facility is $20.4 million in
(5 overall business transactions, $3.9 million in household earnings, and 145 new jobs.

» Impact on Baton Rouge’s economy of the proposed expansion is $3.2 million in overall
business transactions, $0.9 million in household earnings, and 37 new jobs.

* Annual Impact of extending the life of Type Il C&D facility will be extension of $20.4
million in overall business transactions; $3.9 million in household earnings; and 145 new
jobs for an additional 6 to 8 years.

e Type Il C&D facility will lead to lower tipping fees, among other cost savings, for
businesses and persons who must dispose of solid waste. A $5 to $20 savings in tipping
fees amounts to a $5.6 million to $25.7 million savings over the life expectancy of the -
East Baton Rouge Municipal Solid Waste Landfill, the North Landfill.

s A construction and demolition debris landfill with recovery and recycling capability leads
to an extended life of the North Landfiil, thereby saving meney for residents of East
- Baton Rouge.

e The Type Il C&D facility provides jobs and eamnings; alternative disposal opportunities
for over 16,000 business establishments in the Baton Rouge Metropolitan Area with over
280,000 employees; and reduces the disposal costs associated with doing business in this
area, as well as providing a break to taxpayers who must finance any new landfill to
accept solid wastes.

EXHIBIT J
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An Economic Analysis of the Impact of the Continued Operation and Expansion of
A Type Il Construction and Demolition Debris/Wood Waste Landfill and
Resource Recovery and Recycling Facility in East Baton Rouge Parish
James A. Richardson'

Alumni Professor of Economics
Louisiana State University

I. Introduction
Natural Resources Recovery, Inc. (hereafter referred to as “NRRI™) is seeking to
renew 1ts permit from the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality to continue to
operate the Ronaldson Field Type III Construction and Demolition Debris/Wood Waste

Landfill and Resource Recovery and Recycling Facility (hereaﬂér referred to as a “C&D
Facility”) on a plot of industrial land in the northern part of East Baton Rouge Parish.2
Additionally, NRRI seeks to modify its permit to allow receipt of materials from beyond
East Baton Rogue Parish and to increase the capacity of the C&D F_acility by clanifying
and amending the side slope to regulatory allowances with a resulting increase in
capacity.

This C&D Facility provides for the disposal of construction and demolition
debris, the conversion of wood and greén waste to fuels and compost, among other
things, the recovery of useable materials, and the separation of récyclable materials.’
Such a facility also allows for the recovery of materials that can be used again in another
capacity such as wood that can be redirected for use as an énergy source. In East Baton

Rouge Parish presently there is one available Type II landfill, the East Baton Rouge

! Dr. Richardson is solely responsible for the analysis and findings contained in this report,

? This permit is the Ronaldson Field Type III Construction and Demolition Debris/Wood Waste Landfill
and Resource Recovery and Recycling Facility.

3LAC 33:VIL115. These types of materials are described in Appendix A.
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Municipal Solid Waste Landfill or the North Landfill, and there is NRRI’s Type Ill C&D

Facility. This facility is located on Ronaldson Field, land that fronts Rafe Mayer Road

between Highway 61 and Highway 19.

This report is prepared at the request of legal counsel for NRRI with respect to the
application for a renewal of a permit from the Louisiana Department of Environmental
Quality in order for NRRi tb continue to operate the existing C&D Facility, to allow the
C&D Facility to accept construction and demolition debris and wood waste from parishes
other than East Baton Rouge, and allow the expansion of the facility by increasing its
capacity, The study includes (1) a description and analysis of the C&D Facility, (2}
estimates of construction expenditures associated with the expansion of the C&D Facility
and estimated recurring revenues to be associated with such facilities; (3) a description of
the methodology of evaluating these economic impacts; (4) computations of the
estimated economic impact of the expansion of the C&D Facility and the ongoing
operation of the (_Z&D Facility on East Baton Rouge and the surrounding communities;
(5) the economic significance of having a C&D Facility in East Baton Rouge, w.ith this
economic significance including local government, state government, and other public
agencies located in the parish such as the two state universities; and, (6) a summary of the

findings of the study.

II. NRRI’s C&D Facility with Recycling Capabilities
In the mid-1990s, NRRI initiated the process of creating the only Type III C&D
debris facility in East Baton Rouge Parish. NRRI’s Ronaldson Field opened for business
in June 1998 as a Type III C&D debris landfill. Construction and demolition debris is

fully identified in Appendix A. In 1999 NRRI expanded from only a Type III C&D
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debris landfill to a recycling facility as well. NRRI has also been awarded a contract with
East Baton Rouge Parish to process and recycle the parish’s wood waste, yard trimmings,
trees and stumps. The development of a C&D Facility in East Baton Rouge Pansh
permitted the City/Parish to divert harmless items previously unnebessarily disposed in
the North landfill for recycling and disposal to the extent materjals are not reusable or
recyclable.

In the mid-1990s when NRRI was applying for its initial permit, the company
projected capital expenditures of $2.25 milliorll for the preparation of the landfill, site
development, purchase and installation of equipment for separating materials,
landscaping the site, and other expenditures to make sure the site is secure. NRRI further
estimated capital expenditures of $1.75 million for equipment for recycling C&D debris
and wood waste. In actuality, NRRI spent $3.275 million as of December 2000 for the
initial start-up of the C&D Facility; it has spent another $1.6 million for additional
equipment since that time. In total, NRRI now has spent $4.85 million on site
preparhtion, site construction, and equipment investments. |

NRRI also anticipated in its initial apptication for a Type Il permit from the
Department of Environmental Quality revenues of $2.5 million from tipping fees and
resale value based on the expected tons of C&D debris and yard waste to be delivered to
the site and the opportunities to recover and re-sell some of this waste. The company
anticipated additional revenues of $1 million once the recycling component was
operational. NRRI’s revenues have grown from almost $2.4 million in 2000 to just over
$3.6 million in 2003 and almost $7.2 million in 2005. The comi)any has doubled its

revenues over what it originally anticipated—this suggests a vibrant market for the C&D
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Facility and the wobd waste recycling. As an example, NRRI contracts with East Baton
Rouge Parish to process and recycle wood waste products for yards and gardens. The
$7.2 million includes activities related to Hurricane Katrina so for future projections, the
company believes $5 million in revenues and resale items will be prudent.

NRRI has a payroll of just about $1.6 ‘million with 35 permanent employees for
an average salary of just over $45,000 per year. This includes health benefits and
workman’s compensation. It dées not include social security .p.ayments made by NRRI
on behalf of the workers. In its original proposal for a Type III permit NRRI had
anticipated having about 40 employees. |

NRRI };resently is accepting approximately 80,000 tons of C&D debris and wood
waste per year of which about 55 percent is recycled. .‘These are tons of solid waste that,
otherwise, would have to be deposited in the North landfill.

NRRI prepared a business plan and the company’s actual capital expenditures far
exceeded its projected capital expenditures. The company approached its estimate of
gross revenues or $3.5 million by 2003. By- 2005 the company’s revenues had. Tisen to
just over $7 million—from this- perspective the company underestimated its gross
revenues substantially.

NRRI now wants to maintain its present business and expand the business in East
Baton Rouge as the Baton Rouge economy grows and more persons become aware of
Type 111 C&D landfills; the oomp.z‘my also wishes to expand its business géographically.

Due to travel costs, it is not expected that C&D debris or wood waste would be

transported for great distances. The C&D debris and wood waste conceivably would

come from within the Baton Rouge Metropolitan Area, the nine parishes including
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Ascension, East Baton Rouge, East Feliciana, Iberville, Livingston, Pointe Coupee, St.
Helena, West Baton Rouge, and West Feliciana. New construction is primarily occurring
in Ascension, Livingston, and West Feliciana.

The continuation of NRRI's current business will maintain the revenues of $5
million, the permanent payroll of 35 persons with a payroll of approximately §$1.5
miilion. The expansion of the C&D Facility vx;ill allow $1 million in new capital
expenditures; increase the life of the landfill by about 6 to 8 years which, of course, will
maintain the payroll and expenditures of the company for that many more years.

NRRI’s projected and actual capital expenditures, gross revenues, and permanent
employees are illustrated in Table 1, as well as the projected capital expenditures, gross

revenues, and additional employees if NRRI is permitted to expand its facilities in terms

of the size of the landfill and the geographical region the permit is allowed to serve.

Table 1
Construction Expenditures, Permanent Revenues, and Permanent Jobs
Initial NRRI's proposal {mid-1990s) and 2006 Capacity Expansion Proposal

C&D Facility .| Proposed Expansion of Type III
Category . with Recovery plus Recycling | C&D Landfill and Expansion of
Capability: . Geographic Service Area
: Initial Estimates v. Actual )
Construction Expenditures Projected: $4.0 Million. )
_ ) o Actual: $4.85 million - Projected: §1 million
Annual Revenues from Tipping ’

Fees and Receipts for Projected: $3.5 million . Projected: expanded life of

Recovered and Recycled Actual; $5.0 million landfill by 6 to 8 years and
Products maintenance of revenue stream

and payroll for these years

Employment opportunities at ,
C&D Projected: 40 persons - Maintain employment for 6 to 8
Facility/Recycling Actuak: 35 persons more years

Source: author with information from NRRI.
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The C&D Facility presently has a direct economic impact on the local economy in
terms of its employment of 35 persons with an average salary of about $45,000 per year;
the supplies and services it buys from the local economy, and the service it provides to
the businesses, individuals, and governments in East Baton Rouge. To maintain this
economic impact, the permit must be renewed. The proposed expansion of the C&D
Factlity with recycling capabilities will create, temporarily, construction jobs within the
East Baton Rouge Parish economy, and these construction activities will create a ripple
effect throughout the area economy for the duration of the construction project. The
continued operation of the C&D Facility for an extended period. of time will maintain the
permanent jobs and personal earnings for those working at or se;'vicing the C&D Facility
with recycling cépabilities. There will also be ripple effects throughout the area economy

because of these permanent jobs and permanent personal earnings associated with the

extension of the lifetime of the current facility.

III. The Methodology of Estimation of the Economic Impact

The economic impacts associated with maintaining thé current C&D Facility and
the proposed expansion of the C&D Facility include (1) the jobs, personal earnings, and
business sales associated with the current facility plus the extension of these benefits for
a longer period of time, (2) the service to businesses and individuals who need to
dispose of solid waste that can be defined as construction and demolition debris or
wood waste, ﬁnd (3) the benefits to the community due to the extension of the life
expectancy of the parish’s solid waste landﬁll and, hgancé, _th'e projected cost of the

landfill in the parish. The measurement of these impacts is described below.
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The methodology used to trace and estimate the economic impact of maintaining
the operation of the current C&D Facility with recycling capabilities on jobs and
earnings in the local economy is the input-output (I/O) model, an economic model that
describes inter-industry relations within a state and region. The input-output model
mathematically describes the transactions necessary among various industries as these
industries produce goods and services for consumers, other businesses and industries,
and government. It provides a systematic method to analyze inter-industry
relationships.

The impacts captured by the /O model fall into two categories--direct and
indirect (or multiplier) effects. The direct effects are the most obvious. They are
simply the direct purchases of inputs for the operation of the present C&D Facility and
the recycling facility. These expenditures include materials purchased in Louisiana plus
the payroll of the C&D Facility. To understand the indirect effects, it may be helpful to
think of the Baton Rouge economy as an “economic pond.” A stone labeled the f‘C&D
Facility with Recycling Capabilities Project” is dropped into the pond. These operating
dollars will cause a splash in the pond, but the rock will also send out ripples to the edge
of the pond. These are the indirect or multiplier effects of the new activity. This same
Input-Output Model is also used to estimate the economic impact of the expansion of
the facility in terms of one-time construction expenditureé and the continuation of
ongoing revenues.

The Regional Input-Output Modeling System (RIMS II), as created by the United
States Deparﬁnent of Commerce, Bureau of Economi.c Analysis (BEA), was used in this -

analysis for capturing these indirect economic impacts. The version used in this report
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has been adapted for application to the Louisiana economy. BEA VO tables are the
most widely used and accepted tools for estimating the inlt'iirect impact on (1) the
business sales of Louisiana firms, (2) personal earnings of Louisiana households,. and
(3) the number of jobs created by a proposed economic activity.

The savings for citizens in the parish due to lower costs of disposing of solid
waste is based on the anticipated savings per year of diverﬁrig C&D debris from the
Nortﬁ Landfill to the proposed C&D Facility, a projection of these savings over time,
and the calculation 6f the present value of these savings using an appropriate discount
rate. These savings will include (1) the lower price that the company or person or
governmental agency will pay for the disposal of construction and demolition debris .
and yard waste and (2) any savings to the city-parish if the current operational landfill
costs of disposing of solid waste exceeds the revenues received from taking the solid
waste. The benefits to the commupity due to the extensio:lx of the life expectancy of the
landfill include (1) immediate savings from not having to construct additional cells at
the presentltime at the North Landfill and‘(2) savings from postpon_ing the time when a
new landfill has to be constructed. These benefits are extrapolated over time and
appropriately discounted to compute the present value of these berefits.

The methodology and the numbers appear to be very impersonal, but the bottom
line is that these numbers reflect positive economic impacts on persons who are just
trying to support their families. This c.halin of events affects and benefits unskilled
workers, engineers,-constlﬁction workers, geo-technicians, landscape companies and
employees; insurance agents, persons workiné at the C&D sife, persons working at the

convenience store down the street, and all citizens in East Baton Rouge Parish. These
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benefits will be extended to businesses and citizens in nearby parishes if NRRI is

permitted to accept C&D debris and wood waste from other parishes.

IV. Estimated Employment and Earnings Impacts
of the Construction and Operation of the Type III C&D
Facility with Recycling Capability

There are three levels of benefits that must be documented. First, the renewal of
the permit allows the current operations to continue—hence,'the_ maintenance of the
permanent benefits that are now accruing to the commun'ity. Second, the new
construction activities lead to temporary, but real, benefits in terms of business activity
and jobs. Third, the extended life of the landfill will extend a stream of additional
permanent benefits to_the local community in terms of jobs and business activity and

expanded opportunities for companies and individuals to use this landfill.-
Maintaining Permanent Benefits of Operation of Current C&D Facility

With Recycling Capability at Ronaldson Field

The operation of the C&D Facility and the recycliﬁg facility at Ronaldson Field
has led to the permanent cfeation of business activity, personal earnings, and new jobs.
These recurring economic impacts are illustrated in Table 2 based on tipping receipts
and revenues from recycled products.  Direct and indirect'busines's sales are estimated
to be $20.4 million with the C&D Facility and the recycling facility. The operation of
the C&D/Recycling facility supports 145 jobs with personal eamnings of $3.9 million.
Close to one-half of these jobs will be in the h‘anspc.maéion, communications, and
utilities sector, the. sectdr ih which sanitary services and transportation services are
documented.

It is estimated that 19 jobs will be indirectly supported in the‘ wholesale and retail

trade industry and 30 jobs in the business and personal service sector given the
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- operation of the present C&D/Recycling facility. Personal earnings associated with jobs

in trade and services are projected to be just about $1.1 million. The average annual

wage associated with these recurring jobs is about $22,500. This suggests the economic
impact in sectors of the economy that are not directly related to the industry driving

overall economic activity.

Table 2
Annual Economic Impact of Recurring Operation of C&D Facility
With Recycling Facility in East Baton Rouge Parish
(35S million from tipping receipts and revenues from recoverable products)

Industry Business Sales Personal Earnings Jobs
Classification (in millions) (in millions) Supported
Transportation,
Communications, $12.6 $1.9 70
and Utilities
Wholesale and $1.1 $.5 19
Retail Trade
Finance,
Insurance, and 514 $4 11
Real Estate
Business and $1.3 $.6 ‘ 30
Personal Services ’
Others $4.0 $.5 15
TOTAL $20.4 $3.9 145

Source: anthor and Louisiana Input-Output Model
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Benefits of Expansion of C&D Facility (Construction Activity)
Expanding the C&D Facility will have three distinct benefits. First, NRRI's

investment of close to $1 million will have an economic impact on the overall economy
in terms of business activity, jobs, and personal earnings, at ieast for the duration of the
construction project. Second, the ability to maintain the present operations of the C&D
Facility may be limited by the c:urrent size of the landfill—this is certainly true over
time. Hence, to keep the present pace of the C&D Facility, expansion 1s essential.
Third, the expanded facility may permit the landfill' and - recycling facility to
accommodate continued operations.

The economic impacts of the $1 million expansion of the C&D Facility are
illustrated in Table 3. Business activity, as measured by business sales, is estimated to
be about $3.2 million in 2008. Personal earnings are projected to be about $0.9 million,
and the jobs created by these activities are estimated to be 37. Construction jobs, not
surprisingly, represent over 30 percent of all the direct and indirect jobs associated with

this construction project.
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Table 3
Annual Economic Impact of Expansion of Type II1 C&D
Facility in East Baton Rouge Parish
(31 million spent on expansion in-2008)

Industry Business Sales Personal Earnings Jobs
Classification (in millions) (in millions) Supported
Construction $1.06 $0.4 12

Transportation,
Communications, $0.2 $0.04 1
and Utilities
Wholesale and
Retail Trade $0.2 $0.08 4
Finance,
Insurance, and $0.2 $0.02 1
Real Estate
Business and
Personal Services 50.8 $0.3 17
Others $0.74 $0.06 2
TOTAL $3.2 $0.9 37

Source: author and Louisiana Input-Qutput Model.

These economic benefits include the jobs and business activity directly associated
with the expansion of the C&D Facility and the jobs and business activity associated
with the spending behavior of suppliers of materials to this construction project and the
spending Behavior of the .workers on the construction i)roject and the workers for

companies that supply materials to the project, and so on. These benefits last only as

long as the construction project. Hence, these economic benefits are temporary.
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(‘\ Recurring Benefits of Extended Life of C&D Facility
. The extended operation of the C&D Facility and the recycling facility will lead to
the maintenance of business activity, personal earnings, and new jobs for an additional
six to eight years. These recurring economic impacts are illustrated in Table 4 based on
expected tipping receipts and projected revenues from recycled }I)roducts of $5 million
per year.  Direct and indirect business sales are estimated to be $20.4 million due to
the extended life of the C&D Facility and the recycling facility. The extended operation
of the C&D/Recycling facility will support 145 jobs with personal earnings of $3.9
million. Close to one-half of these jobs will be in the transportation, communications,

and utilities sector, the sector in which sanitary services and transportation services are

documented.
Table 4 .
C\. Annual Economic Impact of Extended Operation of C&D Facility
' With Recycling Facility in East Baton Rouge Parish
For Six to Eight More Years
(35 million from tipping receipts and revenues from recoverable products)
Industry Business Sales . | Personal Earnings Jobs
Classification (in millions) (in millions) _Supported
Transportation, -
Communications, $12.6 $1.9 70
and Utilities '
Wholesale and $1.1 $.5 19
Retail Trade '
Finance,
Insurance, and 514 $4 11
Real Estate
Business and $1.3 5.6 30
Personal Services
-Others - $4.0 §.5 15
TOTAL $20.4 $3.9 145

Source: author and Louisiana Input-Output Model
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Maintaining jobs for 6 to § years is as important as creating new jobs in any year.

‘Extending the tife span of the Ronaldson Field effectively adds 6 to 8 years of payroll

and jobs, both direct and indirect, to the local economy.
V. Eco;mmic Benefits Accruing to Users of Type I1I C&D Debris Landfill

Landfills exist- because there is a demand for their services. Construction and
demolition debris and wood waste are created in the process of constructing and
renovating plant facilities, public buildings, and residential and rental housing; in the
process of maintaining public and private roads and highways; in the process of clearing
and excavating land for development; and, in the process of trimming trees and
maintaining parks and yards. In addition, East Baton Rouge Parish is home tolthe State
Capitol which has torn down and rebuilt several major governmental buildings in the
downtown area in the past few years and are planning to continue this building project
for the next few years; two major universities that have feceived and will receive
funding for deferred maintenance and some new buildings; a public school sS/stem that
is proposing a construction program that includes tearing down. several schools and
replacing them with more modemn lfacilities; and, a cit)./ and region that has grown due to
Hurricane jK:dtrina. Prior to the development of Ronaldson 'Fiel'd in East Baton Rouge’
Parish this construction and demolition debris has previously been taken to the North
Landfill. The North Landﬁll has a projected. life expectancy through 2015 or possibly
© 2020 However, the present utilization rate of the North Landfill according to an

earlier study suggests it may not hﬁve available space as long as previousiy projected.’

*According to North Landfilt Office and'according to the financial statements referring to the assets of the

facility.

’According to the Baton Rouge Recycling Office and according to North Landfill Office.
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One cost to the private citizen or company or to the tax supported public agency

of the disposing of the construction and demolition waste, among other costs, includes

the tipping fee® for use of the landfill and the collection and transportation of the
construction and demolition waste.l This is a direct monetary outlay; and, any reduction
n this outlay is a direct benefit 1o the overall community. A cost to the community is to
cover the full cost of operating the present landfill if the revenues related to the disposal
of solid waste are not sufficient to cover that cost. Another cost to the community 1s
finding the space available to store this waste--that is, ﬁnding space for a new landfill—
and the loss of recycling and recovery opportunities. The scarcity of landfill space
makes the emergence of recovery and recycling activities extremely significant.

Possible users of the landfill are identified in Table 5 by parish by the number of
business establishments, the number of prersons employed, and the annual payrolls of
these businesé establishments. In total, the Baton Rouge MetrOpolitan Area has 16,359
business e;tablishments, employment of 280,097, and the associated payroll of $8,795
million. Ascension, East Baton Rouge, and Livingston.parishes .have 88 percent of
‘business establishments, employees, and payroil. Having-an accessible construction
and demolition facility in East Baton Rouge Parish should reduce the costs of operating
a business in these parishes. This is a tangible economic benefits directly related to the
availability of a C&D Facility, and these are recurring benéﬁts' tlh%at are sustained as long
as the C&D Facility is operable. The aVailabilig of the C&D Facility will extend the
expected life of the North Landfill. East Baton Rouge Parish vs;ill evcntually have to

construct another landﬁll,-bﬁt the presencé of the proposed C&D-Facility will allow the

SAll users of the North Landfill pay a $28 tipping fee with the exception of City-Parish agencies supported
by the General Fund, BREC, the Housing Authority, and private citizens.
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C\ parish to delay the construction of another landfill. In addition, the possibility of a

recycling facility will extend the expected life of both the North Landfill and the
proposed construction and demolition landfill.

These tangible economic benefits will also accrue to government organizations
such as the School Board, state government, two state universities, and other such
political - subdivisions that must deal with the disposal of C&D debris. These
government agencies are not listed in Table 5. However these government units are, in
many cases, planning major construction and renovation projects meaning that they will
create C&D debris.

Table 5
Business Users and Potential Users of Current Construction

and Demolition Landfill and Recovery and Recycling Facilities
and Proposed Expansion of Facility in North Baton Rouge

(i Parishes in Number Number Annual
Baton Rouge of of Payroll
Metropolitan Area Establishments Employees (in millions)
| Ascension 1,612 25,309 $848.0
East Baton Rouge 11,471 209,140 $6,589.0
East Feliciana 248 4,853 $119.0
- Iberville 543 10,457 .§442.0
Livingston 1,382 13,483 $289.0
Pointe Coupee 365 3,965 $88.0
St. Helena 99 1,137 $27.0
West Baton Rouge 450 8,621 '$266.0
| West Feliciana 189 3,132 $127.0
TOTAL 16,359 280,097 $8,795.0

Source: County Business Patterns-Louisiana, U.S. Department of Commerce, 2003
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Reduction in Tipping Fees

A $5 to $20 saving per ton in tipping fees in 2007 for those persons, companies,
and goyenunental units that can make use of the C&D Facility translates into a present
value savings of $5.6 to $25.7 million over the life expectancy of the North Landfill
depending on the assumptions that are used in making the proj.ections. These estimates
are based on (1) 80,000 tons of construction and demolition debris and yard waste will
be diverted from the North Landfill to the C&D Facility, (2) the.groxl)vth in debris that is.
diverted from the North landfill to the C&D Facility over time grows by 3 percent to 6
percent, (3) a modest savings of $5 to $20 per ton, and (4) a discount rate of 5 percent.7
The $5 to $20 per ton may not appear to be very significant if one only examines the
first year of operations, but, if one extrapolates over the lifetime of the parish’s solid
waste landfill, the savings become much more substantial. If the tipping fee per ton can
be reduced even more, then the savings would be even greater. Obviously, if the
tipping fee.could not be reduced by as much as $5 to $20 per ton, the savings would be
less. Additional options for businesses and individuals for getting rid of their
construction and demolition debris almost always result in a less expensive service.
Savings for Parish from Landfill Expenses

Local governments are responsible for proper disposal of solid wastes. Landfills
are a necessity. Privately developed landfills such as anaidson Field reduce the
burden on the local government. Ultimately, the local government wili have to find an

alternative landfill, However, time becomes an important ally in reducing costs.

"Debris and yard waste that are diverted from the North Landfill is estimated to be 80,000 tons; growth in
the rate of increase in such diversion ranges from 3 percent to 5 percent; and the life expectancy of the

North Landfili is assumed-to be 2020.
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A 10 percent reduction in the solid waste that is disposed of at the landfill

extends the lifetime of the landfill by just about 2 years. A 30 percent reduction in the

solid waste that is disposed of at the landfill extends the lifetime of £he landfill by about
7 years. Such diversion of solid waste ol.)viously does ﬁot eliminate the need for the
construction of a new municipal landfill at some point in the future; however, it does
permit the City/Parish to invest the money that it would have spent on the landfill in
2015 or in 2020 and invest it for the number of years for v\;'hich vthe life of the landfill

has been extended.?

V1. Summary and Findings

NRRI is seeking to extend its permit from the Department of Environment
Quality for its C&D Facility with recycling capability in North Bafon Rougé. NRRI is
also asking that the permit allow it to expand the C&D Fécility by increasing its height
and that it be allowed to accept construction and demolition debris and wood waste
from other parishes besides East Baton Rouge. The additional construction expenditures
will amount to about $1 million. Anticipated tipping fe_es and receipts .from recévered
products are estimated to be about $5.0 million per year based on current operations and
this stream of revenues will be extended for 6 to 8 years because of the expansion of the
Type III C&D facility.

The expansion and continued operation of the C&D F a;:ility‘in north Baton Rouge
provides the following advantages to the community: ﬁrst,l the construction activity

provides jobs and payroll in the short-term; second, the continued operation of the

of the extension.

®Alternatively, the City/Parish may borrow the money to construct the new landfill, but the extension of the
life expectancy of the North Landfill will save the City/Parish these interest charges for the amount of time

*
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(i facility as it is now running maintains the 35 direct jobs-and $1.6 million payroll

associated with the facility and the indirect jobs that are estimated to be 110 jobs or a
total of 145 jobs that are associated with the current operation of the facility; third, the
maintenance of these 145 direct and indirect jobs for another 6 to 8 years; fourth, the
availability of alternative landfill choices typically makes the cost of gétting rid of solid
waste by a company, an individual, or a governmental entity less expensive and these
savings can be substantial depending on the tons of waste that can be diverted to other
landfills with estimates ranging from a present value of $5.2 to $25.7 million; and,
finally, the city/parish government can find its cost of providing sufficient landfill space
being less expensive because there are private landfill alternatives with the city/parish

having the life expéctﬁncy of its landfill extended by seven years.
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Appendix A :
What Constitutes C&D Debris?

Construction and - demolition debris includes materials associated with
construction, renovation, and demolition projects. Within L;)uisiana construction and
demolition debris is défined as “non-hazardous waste generally considered not water-
soluble, including but not limited to metal, concrete, brick, asphalt, roofing materials
(shingles, sheet rock, piaster), or lumber from a construction o-r demolition project, but
excluding asbestos-contaminated waste, white goods, furnitire, trash, or treated lumber.””

Materials can be rel_ateci_ to projects as in Table A-1. Many of these materials can
be recycled. Wood products that can be recycled are included in Table A-2. Other
products that can be recycled iﬁclude rubble, concrete, brick:s,- metals, ﬁnd earth and sand.
The alternative uses of many of these components are catalogued in Table A-3. This
means that these solid wastes do not have to take up room in a 1;:1ndﬁll, but rather they
can be convertéd to another use in the regional, state, and nétional economy. Recovering
and recycling save other virgin resources from being used for aétivities that can be
accomplished by recycled materials. These ‘recovered and recycled materials can be
placed directly back into the stream of cofnmefce. These solid wastes require processing

to make them useable again so there will be a convérsion cost.

SLAC 33:VIL.115.
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Table A-1
Components of Construction and Demolition
- Debris as Related to Type of Project

Type of Project Type of Material

Construction mixed rubble, wood, roofing,
wall board, pipe, paper, and bricks

_ Demolition mixed rubble, concrete, steel

beams, bricks, wood, and pipes

Excavation earth, sand, stones, and wood
Roadwork asphalt, concrete, and earth
Site Clearance trees, brush, earth, concrefe, mixed

rubble, sand, steel, and paper

Source: A Fact Sheet from PRO-ACT: Disposal of Construction and Demolition Debris (continued),
sponsored by HQ Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence, (April 1995).
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Table A-2
Wood Products That Can Be Recycled

Category of Wood

Types of Woods Included in Category

Brush & Tree Trimmings
under 12” in diameter

Tree tops, brush, wood chips,
stumps, Christmas trees

Tree Residue over 12” in diameter

Un-chipped wood and logs

Pallets

pallet and pallet parts manufactured
from solid lumber

Construction Debris\lumber trimmings

Wood scraps from new construction
such as lumber trim ends, plywood
scrap, and solid lumber from cabinet
and furniture manufacturing

Demolition Debris

Lumber and other wood products from
older construction

Engineered Wood

Wood products constructed from
reconstituted wood such as plywood,
oriented strand board, particleboard,

fiberboard, laminated beams,
and I-joints

Other

Saw dust, chips, wood flour, shingles,
river recovered logs, antique
structures, shavings, boxes,
barrels, crates, and spools

Source: National Wood Recycling Directory.

Recovering and recycling save solid waste landfill space for those materials that
cannot be redirected or recycled, at least at this time. In addition, recovery and recycling
creates additional jobs for the communities that encourage and promote this type of

industry. The recycling industry is just like any other industry--it creates a product that

~ consumers and businesses are willing to buy.
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Table A-3

Potential Uses of Recycled Materials

Material to be Recycled Potential Use for Material
Asphalt road sub-base fill
. Concrete crushed and mixed to make new asphalt
cement blocks; crushed and screened
aggregate can be used in asphalt
concrete
Dirt landscaping landfill cover
Metal scrap metal dealers
Wood timber\wood pulp: shredded for fuel,
animal bedding, landscaping,
. manufactured building products, and
compost
Brick masonry crushed for ornamental store
Glass fiberglass insulation, sand blast,
aggregate in asphalt reflective beads
Sheetrock soil amendment, wall board, absorbent
media
Roofing shingles asphalt paving

Source: same as Table A-1.

Solid waste material can be recycled as suggested in Table A-3 and will be to the

extent that it makes economic sense. The cost of converting solid waste materials to a

useable product is covered by the revenues that these recycled products will generate.

Recovering and recycling extend the use of the C&D Facility which is a positive

economic factor encouraging both. Items listed in Table A-4 are products that are

currently made from recycled wood. These items have met the market test. Scarcity of

solid waste landfills will promote recycling leading to improvements in technology used

in the recycling operatibns. The market will accommodate and promote environmentally

sound policies in this case.
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Table A-4
Examples of Products Currently Made From Recycled Wood
Various Products That Can Be Made From Recycled Wood
absorbents asphalt cements fiberboard paper
activated block finger-jointed particle
carbon filler lumber board
animal - fire-starting pet
bedding caulks pellets litter
art (sculpture) epoxy densified fire logs plastic wood
artificial coral food stove potting-
reefs additives pellets top soil
auto door panels,
interiors, trunk fitter furniture pulp
liners medium
barrels filtrates honeycomb panels pyrolysis oils
boxes gasket material humus reels
carbon and fiber landfill municipal solid
composites grouts cover waste amendment
cellulose, batts landscaping -soil
and blankets insulation material amendment
cement bonded medium density
particle boards mastics epoxy fiberboard spools
charcoal plastics methanol-syngas toys
compost phenolic molding muich- wood-inorganic
amendment compounds hydromulch composites
oriented strand hog
crates roof coating board fuel
erosion control packaging feedstock-
materials sealants filler corrugated boxes
ethanol textured paints pallets
fiber adhesives tile cements _panel products

Source: same as Table A-2.
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‘Media Type (check one) } o _ Agency Interest Number: 42610
‘Hazardous Waste =[] Air [ 15 this a copy of a previousty. submltted form? Yes [] No [
-Solid Waste M waer [ If yes, indicate the original submittal date:
. Radiation Licensing o - . I yes, indicate the original permit number:
Depaiers; f Environmental Quality
5 yits Division Addendum to Permit Apphcatlons
g 5\Box 4313 -
ok 708214313 - | per
5y2193181 - LAC33:4.17701
- {Please Company Name : . ' B Owner SR
Type . ' ’ .
or ' Natural Resources Recovery, Inc. B oparater
‘Prnt . “V Parent Campany {if Company Name gwen abave is s dmstan)
*| naooooD ,
Piant name (lf any)
Rnnaldmu Field Construttion snd Demalition Debris Landfill -
[ Nearest town ) leh where locxted
‘Baton Rouge, Low'sm . - East Baton Ronge

‘Does the’ company-or owner have federa] or.state: envnonmcntal ‘permits ldentlca} to, or of a sumlar
nature to, the pérmiit'for which you are applying in other states? (This requirement applies to all
individuals, paxtnershlps corporations; or other entities who own a controlling intérest of 50% or
more in your.company, or who participate in the environmental management of the facility for an
entity applying for the permit or an ownership interest in the permit. ) »

_ ] Permits in Lomsmna Llst Penmt Numbers No

OJ Permits in other states (list stdtes): No

2. Do you owe any outstanding fees or final penalues to the Department?” NoE Yes[]
) Ifyes please explam

3. Isyour company a corporation or limited liability company? No[_—_l Yes(X] If yes, attach a copy of
your company’s Certificate of Reglstratmn and/or. Certificate of Good Standmg from the Secretary of
State. .

-Certification: . -

I certify, under provisions in Louisiana and United States law wlnch provide cnmmal penalues for false
statements, that based-on information and belief formed after reasonable inquiry, the statements and
information contained in this Addendum to the Permit Application, mcludmg all attachmems thereto are -
true, accurate, and- compiete ' :

Respousible Official . - : - - . :
Name . . R ~|City. . :|State . Zip -
Sid Brian - Co . : : Baon Rouge La- 70808
Tile - , ' Busingss phome

President - ' - [¢225) 766-1443—, “\/_.,\

Company - - Si bif offiqial(s) T _— ; '
Naturaf Resources Recovery, Inc. ’ g‘% )
Suite, mail drop, or division . )

- . , %@ Z0, O(n

" .
j" Street or P.O. Box
\)) 5800 One Perkins Place Suite 6-A

form_7037_103
06/30/04
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Secretary of State
E"RC AL DIVISION
Darparaﬂans Batabaaa

. Detailed:Record

Charter/Organization 1D: 345086910

. Name: NATURAL RESOURCES RECOVERY, INC. -

“Type'Entity: Business Corporation

Annual Report Status InGood Standing ~ * Add Certificate of Good Standing to Shopping Cart

- Last Report Flled an 10/31/2005

Malling Address: 5880 OoNE' PERK[NSPLACE, S'TE 64, BATON ROUGE, LA70808

DomldleAddrES‘ SBDODNEPERKNS PIAEE,STE 6A, BA"I'DN RDUGE, LA7DBDB

_ -File Date: .10/18/1995

D{1B/1005) ,w_mm,aamm&vmsaﬂ,up.,m
FLDBR, ONE AMERICAN. PLACE, BAmNmUGE LA 70825 -

mmswa.mu TSBBHIGHLJWDROAD STE.E,BKTDNROUGE,LA?UBUB o

New Searh  ViewCart
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‘:Ofﬁcesu'f:ﬂieiPlah;iinngamm’ission

City of an'Rnugcmd?mh of EﬂtBu.on Rouge

Past Office Box 1471, Baton Rouge, Louisiana 7082
-Qr

1755 Florida Street, 3rd Floor, Baton Rouge, LA70802

. ‘Phone (504)389:3144 . o TFax (504)389:5342
: ¥0ctoher18,1995 ,

fCSBS :

MichaelB. ‘Songy ‘

10725 Perkins Ra: .Smte.:?.DD

_Baton Rouge, LA 70810

~ DearMr. Songy

‘Rabert S. Dolese. AICP
.Director-of Planning

5{3/

epsS
TENIC BRIR_— _
owem __ . Tcup

- DCT207995
o ___ . m
Project :No. ‘ .
.':l‘ileh:ame; s

“This:isto advise:you that the pmperty“located on: fhe southeﬂy aide of
TRafe Meyer R4 between ‘Old Rafe Meyer Rd. and Leisure Rd. known as the
- “Airport” Tract being & property of the Margery R. Peterson Succesion is .
© zomed M2." Your pro_posea landfill i& 2 permitted use within the M2 Heavy
" Tndustridl District ang it i§ located within the Parish Desxgnate& Industrial

- Area in areanumber four

. Thisletter isnotto'be ctmstrued 88 apemut Any permit foruse of. or
construction on this property must be obtamed *from the Inspectmn Division

of theDepa:tment of Puhhc ‘Waorks.

" Attachment

¢ Richard Barker, Planner IV- -
~.James Frey, Building Official
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CAPITA DATE: 9-21-06
POBOX 588" '
,ﬁ) o ‘BATON ROUGE, LA 70821-0588  ACCOUNTNUMBER: 700637
. (225) 3831111 FED IDNO 72-0146160 - LEGAL ADVERTISING INVOICE
" ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES . : #+4 + QORIGINAL INVOICE ™ * *

‘1415’ DELPLAZA DR STEB
BATON ROUGE LA ‘70815

PUBLIC N@ﬂcs

INTENT TO SUBMIT. PERF APPLICATION |

RONALDSON FIELD:CONSTRUCTION AND
‘DEMOLITION DEBRIS (TYPE Il LANDFILL

EAST BATON ROUGE: PARISH, LOUISIANA

Notice is hereby given that’ Natural Resources Recovery, :
~ Inc. does intend to submit tothe Louisiana Department: |
~ of Environmental:Services, Permits Division, a permit-re- :

newal application-for the continued operation of Ronaid-

son-Field Construction and Demolition Debris (Type lll) ;
landfill.‘Ronaldson-Field:is iocated on Rafe Mayer Road |
~ in’Section. 35, Township 5 South, ‘Range 1 West, East °

Baton Rouge‘Parish, Louisiana, approximately 0.8 miles 1 .

west.of the intersection of ‘Highway 19 and Rafe Mayer -

} Road. Comments conceming the facility may be filed with ‘] .
i| the ‘Secretary of the Louisiana :Department of Envnron- N R
] “mental Quality at the following address: f

‘Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality
- ‘Office of Environmental Services ;
' ‘Permits. Division '
Post Office:Box 4313 . f’
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70821-4313

3419388-sep.21-1t
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 ARTICLES-OFINCORPORATION -
0OF

. STATE OF LOUISIANA

PARISH :OF EAST BATON ROUGE

BEIT KNOWN that -on 'th:s \"'\ day -of October, 1995 before me, -the
undersngned ‘Notary Pubfic, personaﬂy came-and appeared '

SIDNEY G BH!AN

- 3 resident:of full 'age of majorm/ of East:Baton ‘Rouge Parish, ‘Louisiana, who. declared :
to me, inthe presence:of the undersigned-competent witnesses, that pursuant to the
provisions of the’Louisiana Business:Corporation’ Law (Title 12, ‘Chapter 1, Louisiana
Revised Statutes- of 1950, s revised and amended), appearer does hereby organize
and-create @ corporation in-pursuance of that law, ‘'under: and in: accordance withthe
‘followmg articles of mcorporatlon ' '

. ARTICLE
CORPORATE NAME

The name of the Corporation is Natural Resources Recovery, Inc..

.‘]'I\;‘ - '
- .,

- ARTICLE
3'co RPORAT.E .'PURPOSE

The Corppranons purpose is to engage in any fawful acthty for wh:ch

 ARTICLEM.. .
AUTHORIZED STOGK o

The Corporation is authcnzed 1o issue 10, OOO shares. of commcn stock at no
par value. - -

h corporatlons may.be ‘fcrmed under1he Biisiness™ Corporaﬂon Law of* Lou:s:ana
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TwWO or more candrdates

ARTICLE IV
INCORPORATOR

The.incorporator's name :and -address is:

‘:Sidney-.Gi-iBrian :
7388 Highland Road

. Suite 8 N
- Baton: Rouge LA 70808

 ARTICLEV - |
‘CORPORATION ACTION BY SHAREHOLDERS

Any co_rpbrate action. of shareholders, including -specifically, but not by way of
limitation, adoption of amendments to the articles of incorporation,” approval of

‘merger and consolidation agreements, authorization of voluntary disposition of all or

substantially-all corporate assets, may be taken-on affnrrnat:ve vote of a majority of

~ the votifig power present.

ARTICLE VII |
'ELECT!DN_"OF.'DIRECTORS _

ln the -election or removaf of dirgctors,. each shareholder of- record is entitled

1o ‘multiply the number of votes 1o which he is entltled by the’ number of dlrec:mrs 10

be elected, and to-cast all'such votes-for one candtdate or drstrlbute them among any

=~

= ‘

ARTICLEVIN .
:Dm,ECTQB_'SfEBQXY '

Any director absent from a meetmg of the Board or any . commrttee thereof,
may be represented by any other Director or Sharehoider who.may cast the absent .

. Director’ . vote accordmg 10 the absent Dlrecmr s wrltten mstructlons generai or

spedial.”
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o

. Louisiana. Busmess Corporatlon Iaw as so amended

ARTICLEX :
STOCK BUY-SELL AGREEMENT

The halders of the shares: of common ‘stock :shall-not:sgll any .0f the same 10
.any’ third merson until :such holder desiring to sell :shall *have first-offered the same
<through the :secretary of ithe Corporation 10 the other holders :0f -common :stock in.
writing for:a pefiod of thirty ((30) daysat the same price :at- -which :an.acceptable-bona
fide offer therefor from -3 third :person whose name and :address shall be dtsciosed -
.may-have ‘been ‘received :by :such holder. Within the first awenty {20) days of the
“thirty (30}-day period the other then registered holders of-commons stock :shall-have

. the right to purchase said stock so.offered in proportion to “their’ ho!dmgs of commons -

stock, Inthe next-ten (10) days -of the thirty {30) day period, the 'sharehoiders

. electing 1o ‘purchase common :stock shall have the right to purchase the stock offered "

but not:theretofore purchased by the other:hofders of comman:stock. Any.stock not
-purchased onthe thirtieth {30) day may be purchased by the Corporatron according |
10 taw. ) .

ARTICLE X , _
INDEMNIFICATION AND DIRECTORS AND OFFICERS LIABILITY

A director or ofﬂcer of‘the Corporation shall not- be .personally liable 1o the
Corporation or its stockholders for monetary damages for breach of fiduciary duty as
a director or officer, except Tor liability (i) for any breach of the director’s or ofﬁcer s
duty of loyalty 1o the Corporation or its stockhoiders, (i) for acts of omissions not in
good faith or which involve intentional. m:sconduct or a knowing violation of taw, (iii]
under Section 92(D} of the Louisiana Business Corporation Law, or {iv) for any -
transaction from which the director or officer derived, any improper personai benefit.
», 1 the Louisiana Business Corporatlon is amended after approval by the :stockholders
ofthis article to authorize corporate action further eliminating ar hmmr;.g the personal
liability of .directors or officers, then the liability of a director or officer of the
Corporation .shall ‘be eliminated or limited 1o the fullest extent permmed by the

Any‘repeai or modification of the foregoing ‘paragraph by the stockholders of
the Corpofation shall not adversely affect any right or protection of & director or
officer of the Corporatlon ex:stmg at the tame of such repeal or. modmcat:on ‘

The Corparatron shaﬂ mdemnn‘y and hotd harmless each directar and ofﬁcer not
or ‘hereinafter serving the Corporation from and against any and all claims and
liabilities to which he may be or become subject by reasan of his now or hereatter
being or having heretofare been.a director or officer of-the Corporation and/or by

teason of his alleged acts of omissions as such officer or director at the time. when

3
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-any such claim.or liability is asserted, and :shall reimburse :each such:director .and
-officer for all legal :and other-expenses reasanably ‘incurred :by thim in-connection with
~defending any and all such .claims-or liabilities, including amounts ‘paid.or-agreed to -
‘be paid in-connection with reasonahiz settlement 'made :before final adjudication with

-the approval:of the Board .of Directo*s, whether or not: he continues to besuch officer
‘or directar zat the time :such -expenses are incurred; prowded ‘hawever, that nio

director-or officer shall:be indemnified :against any claim:or liability -afising . .out:of his

- own-negligenge-or wiltful misconduct or -shall be. .indemnified :against:or Teimbursed
. far any-expenses incurred in defendmg any: and-all ‘such -claims or liability-or .in :settling
the same "unless in the judgment -of the directors orthe shareholders ‘of the -

" Corporation the director or officer against whom such: claim or liability is asserted has
- ot been guilty -of negligence or willful ‘misconduct. The foregoing right of

indemnification :shall not be- exclusive of other nghts 10 whnch any-director or. officer .
may be emltled asa mat'r.er of law. : '

'ﬂ-lUS DONE AND: SIGNED at. my office in the City -of Baton Rouge ‘Parish-and _
‘State aforesaid, on the day, month, and vear set forth above, in the presence of the
undeysigned comp_etent witnesses .and me, ‘Notary, after due reading of the whole.

4

WITNESSES: - . INCORPORATOR:

~ SIDNEY G.-BRIAN
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SALE WITH MORTGAGE
STATE OF LOUISIANA

PARISH OF EAST BATON ROUGE

On this Sth day of January, 1988, bafore ms, a Notary Publlc in and for the
aforasald State snd Parish, end in tha presence of the subscribing witnessas,
personally appeared:

RANDALL W, PETERSON, SR.
widower of Margery Amies Ronaldson Peterson, whose
malling addrass is P. O. Box 627, Baton RAouge, Loulsiana
70821

and

RANDALL W. PETERSON, JR.
e gingla man, never marrled, whose mailing address is P. 0.
Box 627, Baton Rouges, Louistana 70821

(herain collectively raferred to as the “Sallar”)

who declared that for the consideration.and upon the tarms axpressad balow, Sellar
does hereby sell and-deliver with-full warranty of title and subrogation to all rights and
actions of warranty Seller may hava unto:

NATURAL RESOURCES RECOVERY, INC.
a Louigiana corporation, domiciled and doing business in East
‘Baton Rouge Parish, Louisiana, reprasasnted hereby Sidney G.
Brian, duly suthorized by g rasslution of its Beard of Directors
attached herets and made .a part hereof, whose maliling
address is P. O. Box 1086, Baton Rouge, Loulslana 70821,

(herein refarred to as the "Buyer”)

all of their right, title and intarest therain the following describad property {being &
100% interest), the possassion and delivery of which Buyer acknowledgea:

A certain tract or parve! of ground known as “The Margery R,
Paterson Property” containing 87.058 acres’ (3,792,268 q, #.},
being a portion -of the Gordon M. Ronaldson and Walker Y,
Ronaldson Property, -alsdo known as the West Ronaldson Alrport
Proparty lopated.in Sections 35 and 52, Township 6 South, Range
1 Weat, Grosnshurg Land District, East Baton Rouge Parish,
Loulsiana, being more particularty desarfbed as follows:

Commanging et a point baing the southwast corner of Section 52,
thence along the west line of Saction B2, N 01°4B°30" W a
distance of 122,98 fest to a point, sald peoint belng on the
intersaction of the west line of Saction 52 with the southerly right-
of-way of Rate Maysr Road, antf also being the Point of Beginning,

Thence, elong the southary right-of-way of Rafe Mayer Road,
. §76°66'04" E a distance of 43002 feet to a point; thence D.B6 fast
along tha arc of a curve to the lsft, having a radius of 678.82 faet
and & cantral engle of 00°50"38" {Chord Bearing of $76721'53"E
a distance of 9,96 feat) to a point; thance 54,87 feat along the arc
of & curve to the left, having a radius of 686.62 feat and a central
ehgls of 05°18"45" (Cherd Bearing of 579°08°44"E & distance ot

6ol Inee NN 418AD08Y DA3JNDEBY |RINIEY W¥§i:8 G002 87 62§
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54.95 teat) 1o e polnt and corner; thence, daparting said right-of-

way, 5800°41/34" W g distance of 1,291.38 feat 1o a point, said
( . point being on the westerly right-of-way of Lalsure Road; thence,

along said right-af-way 823°20°44" W ¢ distance of 32.68 faet to
& paint; thence a distance of 227,21 fest along the arc of & curve to
tha left having a radius of $21.47 feet and a central angle of
14°07'39" {Chord Bearing of S16°63'36" W a distancs of 228.83
feat] to 8 point and cornar; thence N 89°26°24° W a distance of
8,40 fest to & point and cornar; thence 500°37°08" E a distanoe of
B.56 fest to a point end comer; thanoe, daparting aaid right-of-way,
SBE°43'48" W & distante of 300.63 feet to a point and corner;
thence N74°54'12" W e distance of 384.00 feet; thencs,
NB84°54°12* W a distanoe of 324.00 feet to & point and oorner;
thencs N8G°38°12" W a distants of 385.00 feet 1o & point and
ocomar; thenca 588°44'48° W a distance of 421,00 feet 1o a point
and gorner; thense, S78°44'48" W a distance of 172.00fest to b
point and corner;, thance Nb61°39'48" W ¢ distance of 35.00 feat
1o & poim and comer; thance N37°48'34" W a distance of 1,048.08
{aat 1o a point and comar; thence NOA°BB'468" W a distanne of
165.50 fest to a point and comer; thenoe,- NO7°38°27" W a
distence of 48.69 fest t¢ a.point and corner; thance NO4*45°26™ W
8 distance of 88,40 feat to.a poim and comner; thense, NO3°38'11*
W a distance of 84.70 feet; thence, NO3°04°16" W.a distance of
26B.27 feet t0.a polnt and oornar, sald point being on the southarly
right-of-way of Rafe Mayer Road; thence, along sald right-ol-way,
$89°48°37" E a distance of 1,933.87 fest to & point, thenge 313.12
feet along the arc of.a curve to the right, having a radius of
1,282.12 feet and a central angle of 13°58°34" (Chord Bearing
$82°45°18" E'a distance of 312.34 feet}; thence, S76°49'01"E a
distanse of 8.03 fast to the Paint of Baginning. {the “Property™)

Seller convays to Buyer all surtace rights, all sand, grevel, clay and soii rights

,) end ons-half {%) of all oil, gas and othar mineral rights awned by Saller, but in any
event, not lass than an undivided one-fourth {1/4th) Intsrest in 100% of the oil, gas

and othar minerals in, on and under the Property herein sold. With regsrd to any prier

recorded mineral leases affecting ell or any part of tﬁe Property for which Seller's

consent is requirad for drilling or surfacs opsretions on the Property, Selier agrees to

allow Buyer to participats in eny dacision to grant a Lesses surface rights and not to

consent to such rights in the event Buyer objects thereto and only to give its consent

if it has the writtenh approval of Buyer,

This sale is made for the prics ot“

R of vhich amount

Buyer has paid in cash, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged by the Saller, the
sum oSSR < fo
the ramainder of gaid price, namsly the sum of ‘
e . .o

-‘\ .
..) has executed his promissory note of even date harewith, to the order of Seller in the

2
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sum of A
{. ' bearing Interest at the rate ofgliNNEEND

- psrcant per annum thereon from dets until paid (the “Note”).

\

Thse Note reads as follows:

ZPROMISSORY NOTE
~ _ Baten Rougs, Loulsiane

Janyary 9, 1998

FOR VALUE RECEIVED, |, wa or ali of us, the makers, endorsars, guarantors and
puraties af the note, in golido, promise ta pay to the ordar of Rendall W. Petars , and

Dandnll WA Datarsam ir thoe nrdnainn) com ol
Q) W ey FRLHBWI, Wi VIV pIldWIa 111 e

of @iliPend No/10

' Payments are payable to Randail W, Peterson, St. and Randﬁll W. Pateraen, Jr. ot
P. 0. Box 827, Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70821 or et such ather piecs ns the Halder hereaf may
desifnata,

_ . with an Intarsat at the rate
parcant par annum tharéan from date unti! paid.

Thig Nate.ahall be pavable |n i f
aach commencing on the 1st
.day of the month with.the first payment being dus on April 1, 1988, and the same day of
each month thereafter with tha final paymant of all outatanding principal and Interast being
due end payable on or befare Jenuary 10, 2008, :

. All net procesds pald to Holder In addition to regular monthly paymants shall be
\) cradited as a release payment and shall apply as a principal payment on this Note,

This Note may ba prepaid in tull or in part, without.any prepayment penalty.

In tha event that all or any part of any instaliment on this Note Ia not made within tan
{10) days atter ths dus date and remains unpaid for tan {10} days sfter notice in writing is
given to the Maker, then all remaining inataliments shall become immadiate due and payabie.
There shal be e five {5) percem tate charge for any paymant mada aftar the 10th day of the
month, .

After default, the Maeker hereby waives pragantation for payment, demand, natice of
non- payment end pratest, all pleas of divislon and discussion and in the event of any defauit
of the principel sum heralnabove mentloned, or any instaliment thereof, or of the intarest
which shall acerue thareon, or any part of sithar at tha respective times harein epecifiod for
the paymant thereo!, Maker agrees to pay ressonable attornevs’ fees and costs incurred in
the gollaction of this Note or any portion herecf, including intarest. :

MAKER:
NATURAL RESCURCES RECOVERY, INC,

By: ria
Sldney G. Brian,
Presidant

GUARANTOR:

lef Sidpoy G, Brian
Sidney G. Brign, Individually

T (JEADDGY 2891n083Y [2IRJEN  AVBL:B 9007 '8 088
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“NE VARIETUR”
For identitication with an act of
' (. Sala with Mortgage pessed before
N me this ___ day of January, 1898 st
Baton Rouge, Louislana.

h Iy
John W. Barton, Jr., Notary Public”

The Note was paraphad "Ne Varlstur” by me, Notary, for Identification herewith
and Saller acknowledges its recelpt,

In order to secure the full and fina! payment of the unpeid purchase prics,
repressnted by the Note, togethsr with all costs, incigding attorney’s fees, Buyar
grants and Seller retains a.special mortgage with vendor;s lien andprlvllega on the
Property sold in favor of Ssller .and any future holder of the Note, or any pah thereof,
uﬁtll the Note shall have baen fully satisfied. If any part qf‘the Nota shall not be
punctually paid according to ita tenor, the property may bé selzed and sold undar
ordinary or executory:process issued by any court of competent jurisdiction, with or
without appralsement, 1o the ‘highast bidder, payebla in cash, Buyer expraesly

!/) dispenses with appraisement and confesses judgment in favor of any holder of the
R Note for its full amount with interest and costs,.includlngianomav's fees, and all other
amounts secu;ad hereby.

Mortgager walvas: {a} the bansfit of appraisament as provided by article 2332,
2336, 2723 and 2724 of the Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure; (b) the demand and
thres {3) days delav provided by articlas 2638 and 272! of the Code of Clvil
Procedurs; (cithe three (3] days delay provided by articla 2331 and 2722 of the Code
of Civil Procedura and; (d) the bensfit of articles 2331, 2722 and 2723 of the Code
of Civll Procedure.

Covenants of Buyer/Mortasgor, Buyer hereby covenents end egrees to the

fatthful performeance of all of the following stipuiations and obligations in favor of
Seller:
a) To pay all ad valorem taxes assessed and all liens which may be esgerted by

governmental authorities against the Property before they becoms delinquent. Buyer

ghall furnish Seller evidance of the payment of taxes and other governmental charges

4
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_ agserted agalnst the Property. in the event Buyer should, for any rezsan, fell to pay

{
\. and discharge promptly any such taxes mnd charges when due, Seller ghall ba
authorized to pay the same, with full subrogation to all rights of taxing authorities by

réason of such paymsnt.

Ul

b} To keep valid and unimpaired the lien hereby created or intanded to be
cregted and 1o execute all such further instruments, assignments and to -do ail other
things that may be reasonably reguired by Seller to maintain the validity and priority
of the lien on the Property crested by thls-véndor‘s mortgags.

c} To permit Seller or Seller's adant to have access :to‘ and the right to inspsct
the Proparty at all reasonable times, subject to reagonable notlce to BWer.

. . .

a) Seller warrants end {repmants to Buyer that Sellsr hae during thelr ownarship
complisd with a!l federal, state and local environmantél (including excavation and
mining) laws, rulas, reguletions end statutes epplicable to the Property. Seller further
warrants that to the best of thalr knowledge, thers are nc petrofeum products or toxio
\.._,) : or hazardeus substances storad or axisting on the property, nat any apills, leaks,

deposits or other environmental oontar'ninution tharaoﬁ or thereln. Ssller haraby
releases and holds Buyar harm{ns trom and against any llability or claims arising out
of or ere related to results of any such environmental conditions or wetland
determinations, and shall provide Buyer with full substitution and subrogation to ell
rights and actions of warranty against all prior vendors other thén tﬁe Ssller for any
damaging actions done prior to their swnership,

b} Seller warrente and represants thet ther‘e are no underground storage tanks
|0cat;d on the Property. [f the Proparty contai_ng._ underground tanks, then Seller
efiress to remove the tanks at s expenss in accordance with Federal end Stete EPA
regulations and any appliceble iaws and ordinances.

¢) Seller warrants that no commitmanta have basn mada to any governmental
authority, utility company or any othsr organization, group or individual relating to the
Property which would imposae an obligution upon Buyar ot its sucvessors or assigns

‘) to make any contribution or dedustions of money (excepf cﬁjstomarv real estate taxes)

or land, or to construct, install or maintain any lmprovéments of ‘a public or private

5
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. nature on or off the Property, and the execution and dalivery of this Agrasment and

®

compliance with the terms harsof will not conflict with any order or ruls of any
goﬁarnmental authority,
Covenants of Sallor
&) Seller agrees to relaase any sold subdivided lots or sales of dirt or clay from
this mortgage in exchangs tor receipt of forty {40} percent of the net procesds from
tho sale of a fot or sale of dirt or clay. Net pfocaads for the sale of lots shal! be
defined as gross sale proceeds jass ren! estate commissions, vendor's pro rats rssl
estata ad valorem taxsas, closing costs incurred by Buyer, a five (B) parcaent escrow
tunded fram the gross sale proceeda to fund Buyer's Income tax figbillty and a five (5)
parcent fee to ba pald to Brian Developmant Corporation, Inc. for a real sstets
commiesion. In no event will net proceads be less than sighty {BO} percent of a
subdivided lot's gross sales price. Net proceede for the sgle of dirt or clay shall be
dafined as gross revenues less direct costs incurred by Buyer.
b} Seller agrees to release from this mortgage all requested servitudes and
99,) stragt rights-of-way that Buyer may be required to dedicate.
¢} Saller further agrees to subordinate this mortgage in favor of a8 constructlon
mortgage that will securd a construction loan to finance the cost of developing the
tandfili, recycling and recovery facility and constructing improvemants on or te the
.Praperty. However, Saller ressrves the right to inspect and approve Buyer's specific
devalopmaent plan' upon request from Buyer of caid subordination with the
underatanding that the herein stated purchase price includes dus consideration for
subordinaﬂon‘rights and with the full understanding that subordination cannot bs
unreasonably denied. Buyer and Seller further agrae that &t no one time will the
subordination exceed_t;tal and that sl money borrowed undar the
developmant or construction loan shall be ussed only to finance construction and
construction-related development costs on and to the Property.
d) In furtf:ar consideration of the subordination by Seller, the balance of the nat
proceeds not paid to Seller, namely sixty {80} parcent, shall ba pald to the
.’> construction lender until such time as said lender has been paid In full, at which time

the Seller shall receive one hundred (100} percent of the net lot procesds until the

6
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herein dascribed indsbtedness to Seller is pald in full. Only after both the construction

]

lender and Seller have bsen paid In full wil! Buyar be allowed to participate in the net

proceeds,

Datault, Buyer covenents, agress and stipuletes that if any one ar more of
the following events shall happen or oceur, namsly;

a) If all or any part of any instaliment on the Note is note paid within ten {10)
days from when dus and remeins unpsid ten {10} days after notloe in writing Is glven
to the Maker;

b} If defauit be made in the du.e observance or performence of any othar
covanant, stipulation or gondition herein requirad to be kept by Buyer and any such
default shall continue for a pericd of thirty (30} days after written notice thereof to
Buyer by Sefler spacifying such default and requiring tha same 1o be remadisd;

c) if the Buyar should {I} make a‘ general assignment for the benefit of creditors
or: {if) file a case or have a case filed against Buyer under Title 11 of the U.S. code or
any other insolvency law that is not dlsmissed within sixty (60} deys;

,) d) f an ordar, Judgment or decree shell he entered appointing & recei\}ar, trustee
or liguidator of Buyer, or of afl or substantially all of Buyer's assets;

) If the Property or any part thereof ba salzed in the exscution of a writ of
axscutory prooess, attechment, fiari facias or any othar legal process, or en order for
the sale of the Property or any part thereof be issued in any judicial proceeding, and
such writ is not relessed, ravoked, stayed or set aside within thirty days from the
issuance thereot; )

THEN, AND IN EACH AND EVERY SUCH CASE, the sntire unpaid balance on
the Note, at the option of ths Seller, may be declared to be dus and payable
immadiately, anythig in this Sa]% with Mortgage or in the Nota to the contrary
notwithstanding without any demand or putting in defsult. Buyer hereby consents,
agrees and stipulates that in tha event of any such default It shatl be tawful for Seller
to hﬁva the Property salzed and sold under executory or ordinary process as
hereinabove provided,

. J Notwithstanding any othar foragoing provisions, the Note and this Mortgage

may only be essumed with the written consent of the Holder of the Nots.

7
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All partias signing tha within instrument have declared themsalves to be of full
(. lagal capacity, _

All taxes for 1997 assessed against tha Property herein have been paid. Taxes
for the year 1998 will be prorated batween the parties and paid by éuyér.

All the agreemants and stipulations herein contained, and aii the obligations
herein assumed, shell inure to the benefit of and be bindirjg upon thﬁ heire, successors
and assigns of the respective parties hereto, The Buyer, hs successorg and assigns,
shall have anﬂ hold the Property described herein in ful_l uMeruhip forevar.

THUS DONE AND SIGNED by the-partles at Baton Rouge; 'Louisiana, on the date
first above written and In the presence of me, Notary and the following competent

witnesses herein signed in the presence of tha parties and me, Notary.

WITNESSES: 8ELLER:
\Jﬁ' 2 oltew
4 ~ RANDALL-W.-PETERS
e A
. . ' RANDALL W. PETE
w) BUYER: :

PRESIDENT

JOHN W. BARTON. J
NOTARY PUBLIC

#118432/akm
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RESOLUTIONS OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
(‘ OF ’

NATURAL RESOQURCES RECOVERY, INC.

BE IT RESOLVED THAT: Sidney &. Brian, Presidant of this Corporation, is
hereby authorized, directed, and empowersd for, and on behalf of and in the name of
this Corporstion, to purchase the propsrty described on Exhibit “A® attached hereto
for the purchase price of (I uron such terms and conditions as he daems
acoeptabla. - '

BE IT FURTHER REBOLVED, that the President be and he Is hersby euthorizad,
empowerad and instructed for and on behalf of and in the neme of Natural Regources
Recavaery, Inc. to execute any and.all documsnts necessary and proper to ecquire sald
property, including particularly, but without limtiation, the execution and delivery ot
any and &ll acts and instrumants of writing, with all usual and customary olauses
contained in acts of sale or other transter of property in Louisiana, and upon such
.other terms and conditions as the Presidant may deem fit and proper, and 1o do all
things nacessary to consummate said acgquisitions,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the President Is authorlzed and smpowsred
for and on behaif of the corporation to make a joan for the corporation from Randall
W. Peterson, Sr. and Randall W. Peterson, Jr. in an emount up to NS snd
payable.in such a mannar'and bsaaring such interest rate as he may datermine proper.
in connection with the -authority herein granted, he is authorized end empowsred to
mortgege the property described on Exhibit A attached hersto, owned by the
corporation, to secure said loan, such mortgage to contain all of the usual and

Q) customaty clauses conteined in mortgage instrumants in Louisiang, Including the
confession of judgment, walver. of appralsement and to sign any notas, mortgages,
assignment of leases and rants, {eases, contracts, promissory notes and any other
documents, ell'on such tarms and conditione that he may deem proper and sdvisabia
to cerry out the authority granted in this resolution.

CERTIFICATE

1, the undersigned Secretary of Natural Resources Recovery, Inc.,
heroby certifies the above and foregoing to be a true and correct copy of Resolutions
unanimously adopted et a special mesting of the. Board of Directors of said
Corporation, duly and 'agally callad.on the (__ ay of January, 1228, where a quorum
was preaant and tha same has not been revoked or rescinded.

ol
Baten Rouge, Loulslana, this f “day of January, 1998,
RN 3231 Wy 10854

%?m%%mmm L&,

. 1938 TN &3
. [ l ‘Eﬂ 2‘ m;ﬂ HioTy
> WELBOR

ﬁ‘elary

11 4 ARCR-OW £JBA008Y 283JN0SeY |EJINIEK WY0zZ:8 9007 *87 98§



b

s

a {
o
=

One M

<o «...,pi..,a..mr.L 0
a8 e

Film Source: Aero-Data Corp.

LDEQ-EDMS Document 36673821, Page 244 of 434



LDEQ-EDMS Document 36673821, Page 245 of 434

 EXHIBITS
) | VICINITY MAP

D:\12-59\991 23 \salwastz. per



LDEQ-EDMS Document 36673821, Page 246 of 434




LDEQ-EDMS Document 36673821, Page 247 of 434

P ~ EXHIBIT6
») LOCATION MAP

@

D:A12-999912Nsolwaste. per



LDEQ-EDMS Document 36673821, Page 248 of 434

00T =1 TIVOS

P

,mﬂxnxr. ] Eu.buz THONNXT-

| e

zZise ¢




LDEQ-EDMS Document 36673821, Page 249 of 434

'..' B - EXHIBIT7
») - | 'HIGHWAYS MAP

®

D:\M2-95\99123\sclwaste, per



LDEQ-EDMS Document 36673821, Page 250 of 434

TL00€°8T = T TIVOS ALVAIXOUIAY -

wa o]

I e g

NIy

T




